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PREFACE 


AT the outset of such a large work it seems appropriate to provide a few 
words of explanation of the approach employed and the interpretative 
framework. 

My aim has been to set the Dutch Revolt and the Golden Age in. their 
wider context, which means the whole of the early modern period. As I have 
laboured on this work. I have more and more become convinced that both 
the Revolt, and the Golden Age, only begin to make sense if we place them 
in their full setting. This means going back to the. Burgundian period, on 
the one hand, and forward to Napoleonic times, on. the other. The Union 
of Utrecht of, 1579, the founding contract of the United Provinces, as the 
Dutch Republic was officially called between 1579 and 1795, is often seen 
as an abrupt break with the past; it assumes a-quite different significance, 
however, when looked at against the backcloth of the: fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries. 

One of the main interpretative problems one encounters on approaching 
a task such as this is that of how to present the relationship between. the 
northern Netherlands, roughly the ‘area which developed into the modern 
kingdom of the Netherlands, and the south, roughly the area which later 
became modern Belgium and Luxemburg. When I began writing, ‘back in 
1982, I was as convinced as any colleague that, before the Revolt, there was 
no: meaningful separation ‘of north and ‘south in:the Low Countries, that 
there was just one Habsburg Netherlands in:which the then seventeen 
provinces (despite wide differences between them): were more or less united 
under the rule of the Habsburg court:in Brussels. It seemed clear that the 
centre of political, economic, and cultural gravity lay in the south and that 
the north was in many .ways an appendage and subsidiary of the south. 
Looked at in this light, the separation of north. and: south which resulted 
from the Revolt of 1572, and which was confirmed by the events of 1579-85, 
appeared to be an artificial, unnatural-rupture which -had no basis in 
previous history. Pieter Geyl, the first historian to see clearly that ‘there was 
no such thing asa ‘specifically Northern consciousness’, or Dutch national 
awareness, separate from that of the south; before the Revolt, was incon- 
testably right on that point, but seemed to be correct: also in the further 
conclusion he drew—that the outcome of the:Revolt was an accident, with 
No roots in the past, which destroyed a greater unity: It would, I think, be 
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fair to say that the conviction of a greater Netherlands entity, artificially 
torn asunder in the 1570s, subsequently developed into a firm consensus. 
But, as I worked on, I came to believe that only the first part of Geyl’s 
revisionism is correct. There was certainly no ‘Dutch’, or specifically north 
Netherlands identity before 1572, nor any specifically southern Netherlands 
awareness. Indeed, it is questionable whether either ofthese existed in any 
meaningful'.sense before the late eighteenth century. Yet, despite this, 
political, economic, and geographical factors had rendered north and south 
separate entities long before the great ‘Revolt of 1572’. Seen against the 
backcloth of the later Middle Ages, and early sixteenth century, there:is an 
important sense in which 1572; and the final separation of north and south, 
merely completed—were the logical outgrowth of—a duality. which had, in 
reality, existed for centuries. 

During most. of the history of the United Provinces, allegiance and 
‘identity: were based on provincial, civic, and sometimes. also local rural 
sentiment rather than:attachment to the Republic as a whole. In this respect, 
the loose federal structure. which evolved was well suited to the disposition, 
and attitudes, of its population. In particular, politics frequently revolved 
around the tension between the dominant province of Holland, and the rest 
of the provinces, which continually strove to protect their local interests‘and 
avoid being dominated. But, to my.mind, it is precisely this tension which 
also for centuries before the Revolt formed the framework of politics north 
of the Scheldt estuary and the Maas.. 

But if north and south formed two largely separate arenas politically and 
economically before, as well as after, 1572, it is true that in religion, ideas, 
art, and to a large extent (as far as-the Dutch-speaking southern provinces 
of Flanders, Brabant, and .Limburg are. concerned) also in. language and 
literature, they formed, before the Revolt, one single culture. In this respect, 
the Revolt did constitute an unprecedented and decisive break. By introduc- 
ing a Calvinist Reformation im the north whilst, in the south, the Catholic 
Counter-Reformation triumphed;:‘the Revolt severed what had been one 
culture and replaced it with two warring, .antagonistic cultures. In: this 
respect, the Revolt can ‘be said to. have widened, and reinforced, a duality 
‘which had long existed in politics and economic life.: 

My subject is the Dutch Republic. But.I have not wanted to adopt a 
Marrow approach either: chronologically or geographically.:To understand 
the Republic, and appreciate the full significance of its achievements in art, 
science, and. intellectual life, as well:as commerce, shipping, social welfare, 
‘and technology, it is, I would: argue,;-not only necessary to begin the story 
Jong before 1572 (as well.as glance at the Batavian Republic which replaced 


Preface vii 


it in the years 1795-1806) but also to employ a wider frame than that merely 
of the north Netherlands. While focusing primarily on the north, I have 
tried to elucidate the relationship between north and south, bringing out the 
contrasts, and similarities, so that even though the south receives less 
attention, it remains an integral part of the picture. But besides this, I have 
taken the view that there was no hard and- fast boundary between the 
Netherlands and Germany until the eighteenth century and that the over- 
lapping of jurisdictions, disputes over border areas, and above all the 
religious and cultural interaction between the. Netherlands and adjoining 
German states forms both an integral, and highly significant, part of the 
story which is all too: often neglected. I have therefore not only made 
frequent mention of East Friesland, Bentheim,' Lingen, the Minsterland, 
Geldern, Mark, and Jiilich-Cleves but. have sought to encompass these areas 
to. some extent within the general purview of the work. 

Finally, I should perhaps explain that I have been intentionally very brief 
in-my account of the last part of the eighteenth century. It was not, of 
course, feasible to end in 1780, the point at which E. H. Kossmann’s The 
Low Countries, 1780-1940 (Oxford, 1978) begins. For then the reader would 
have been left in mid-air without any notion as to how the story ended. But 
neither did it seem necessary or desirable to enter into an extensive 
discussion of the final: years of the Republic comparable.to the treatment I 
have given to the rest of the story. Consequently, my only objective in the 
final two chapters of this work has been to provide a concise denouement 
forthe themes developed in the main body of the book: 
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PLATE 10. The Power of Peace (1609). Engraving proclaiming the wisdom and 
benefits. of the Truce, depicting all manner of weaponry being smelted into 
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PLATE 11. Print showing various incidents at the ‘Arminian Redoubt’, the 
barricaded area in front of the Leiden town hall, notably the disturbances of 3 
October 1617, with (in the background) waardgelders attempting to disperse the 
demonstrators and being pelted with stones. In the foreground is carried the 
coffin of the demonstrator killed in the riot. In June 1618, the barricades were 
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strengthened, the iron spikes, added then, being dubbed by the people ‘Olden- 
barnevelt’s teeth’. Though the waardgelders wore the red and white colours of 
the city, the protesters insisted these were ‘Spanish’ colours. 


PLATE 12. Maurits’s military occupation of the city: of Utrecht and the 
disbandment of the waardgelders on 31 July 1618. 


PLATE 13. The opening of the National Synod of Dordrecht in November 
1618. The ‘president’, Johannes Bogerman, sits with the secretaries at the smal} 
table immediately in front of the fireplace. The foreign colleges, with the 
symbolic empty bench for the absent Huguenots, are seated to the right, the 
Dutch colleges to the left and in front. Episcopius and the Remonstrant 
participants are seated at the table in the middle. 


PLATE 14. The residence built in the 1630s by Frederik Hendrik at Rijswijk 
(also known as the Huis ter Nieuwburg), close to The Hague, was intended 
especially for official and state receptions. William III continued this tradition 
when he assigned it as the venue for the Rijswijk peace negotiations of 1697. The 
gardens, yielding a view of The Hague in the distance, were among the finest 
laid out by Frederik Hendrik. House and gardens formed an integrated, 
symmetrical whole, reflecting the strong French influence. Nothing remains of 
either residence or gardens today. 


PLATE 15. The inauguration of the new university of the rebel state, at Leiden, 
on 8 February 1575, was nominally held in the name of Philip II, but in fact all 
allusion to the Spanish Crown and Habsburg dynasty was absent from the 
published representation. The two banners held aloft show the Netherlands Lion 
and arms of Leiden (crossed keys). Similarly, the Church is represented only by 
Holy Scripture sitting on a triumphal car being drawn by the Four Evangelists. 
The festive boat on Rapenburg Canal contains Neptune, Apollo, and the Nine 
Muses. Significant also are the personifications of academic disciplines and great 
writers in the procession, Theology, Law, and Medicine being followed by 
Aristotle, Plato, Cicero, and Virgil. 


PLATE 16. Allegory by Govaert Flinck representing the birth of William III 
and renewal of the House of Orange in 1650. The infant is flanked by the 
goddesses Juno (crowned) and Pallas (in armour). The angels hold aloft his coat 
of arms and one of them also a phoenix rising from the ashes, alluding to the 
premature death of William II. In the background are represented the govern- 
ment buildings at the centre of The Hague. 


PLATE 17. The title-page of a book on Dutch shipbuilding published at 
Amsterdam in 1697. 


PLATE 18. Only in a Republic are True Peace and Happiness to be Experienced 
(1669). Dutch Republican ideology. The engraving shows the four columns on 
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which the vitality and prosperity of Holland rest: Industry, Fisheries, Shipping, 
and Trade adorned with various republican slogans such as ‘Pax optima rerum’. 
Beneath are the States of Holland in session. The engraving was used as the 
frontispiece for Pieter de la Court’s Aanwysing of 1669, a strongly republican 
book banned by the States of Holland for criticizing the Reformed Church and 
advocating general religious freedom. 


PLATE 19. The Great Assembly at The Hague (1651). The States General of 
the United Provinces meeting in the Great Assembly of 1651. Above are the 
coats of arms of the Seven Provinces grouped around the Netherlands Lion 
holding the Liberty Hat aloft. This engraving was used as the frontispiece to 
Lieuwe van Aitzema’s Herstelde. Leeuw (The Hague, 1652), a detailed account 
of the proceedings of the Great Assembly which was banned by the Hof of 
Holland in April 1652. 


PLATE 20. The Battle of Portland Bill (February 1653). One of the heavy 
Dutch defeats of that year. The Dutch fleet is shown in the foreground, the 
English to the rear. Tromp’s flagship is marked ‘A’, De Ruyter’s vessel is marked 
‘D’. On the horizon to the left is Calais, to the right, Dover and Margate. 


PLATE 21. Pax Una Triwnphis Innuneris Potior. Print of 1667 representing the 
peace of Breda. The figures shaking hands, marked 2 and 3, stand for England 
and the Republic. They are flanked by four maidens with coats of arms 
representing France, Sweden, Denmark, and East Friesland. In the top right- 
hand corner, Neptune and Mercury, followed by seamen and fishermen, prepare 
to resume business. To the right the plenipotentiaries swear to uphold the treaty. 
The burning of pitch barrels to celebrate the conclusion of the peace was ordered 
by the States General. 


PLATE 22. The Republican Triumph of Cornelis de Witt (1670). Print derived 
from the painting by Jan de Baen, hung in the Justice Chamber of Dordrecht 
town hall in 1670 and destroyed in 1672, depicting the raid on Chatham in 1667. 
It shows Cornelis de Witt dressed in official robes over armour, with English 
warships burning in the background. Beside De Witt is Victoria pouring forth 
the Horn of Plenty, symbolizing the fruits of trade and industry. Above are the 
arms of Dordrecht, below ‘the. arms of the De Witt family flanked by cherubs 
holding Liberty Hats on poles. 


PLATE 23. | A Night-Scene in which is Shown a Pressed Cow. A political print 
of 1672 accusing the brothers De Witt of subverting the Fatherland and 
colluding with the French. The print shows the Dutch Cow caught in a press 
being operated by two evil spirits representing Johan and Cornelis de Witt. 
Meanwhile, a cock (France), perched on the press;:tears the Cow’s side openi, 
assisting the press to squeeze money out of the Cow. In the foreground on the 
left are a merchant and peasant weeping in despair. To the right is the Dutch 
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Lion holding an orange, representing the Orange party-faction. preparing to 
drive the evil spirits away. 


PLATE 24. This print, published in July 1672, one of the first proclaiming 
William III Stadholder, well illustrates the techniques of political representation 
in the Dutch Golden Age. The engraving is basically that used to present a 
portrait bust of Prince Maurits in 1624, which was used again, to present the 
bust of Frederik Hendrik, in 1628. In each case, the portrait of the Stadholder 
is flanked by Religio and Libertas, the latter holding aloft the pole with a Liberty 
Hat. The text beneath stresses William III’s virtues, insisting that it is the 
Almighty who has raised him to the stadholderate. Beneath him are the figures 
of Prudentia, Victoria, Politia, and Negotiatio, flanked. by Neptune. These, as 
well as the curious figures of American Indians and Asians, appear in all three 
prints. Above the Stadholder’s head is a wreath with the coats of arms of the 
Seven Provinces with Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht to the left, Groningen, 
Overijssel, and Friesland to the right, and Gelderland in pride of place above. 
Below are the arms of William III (compare with those shown in Flinck’s 
allegory of 1650 in Plate 16). 


PLATE 25. Utrecht Restored, engraving by Romeyn de Hooghe of 1674 
representing the readmittance of the province of Utrecht to the Union. In the 
foreground is the Dutch Lion bearing the coat of arms of the province 
surrounded by those of the five voting towns—Utrecht (first on the left), 
Amersfoort, Rhenen, Wijk-bij-Duurstede, and Montfoort. Above the Lion, the 
province is depicted as a maid while the Generality, an armed warrior bearing 
the coats of arms of the four fighting provinces, takes her hand. Behind them 
stands Unity, her foot on a stone which is the Union, adding a fifth shaft 
(Utrecht) to the four already in her left hand. William III looks down from his 
triumphal car while to the left sits True Religion, with the States Bible in her 
hand, over the debris of the Catholic Church. Above her, the arms of Orange 
are being hoisted over Utrecht. 


PLATE 26. Print showing the Amsterdam militia drawn up on parade on the 
Dam, in the centre of the city, in front of the Town Hall, in 1686. Note how the 
Town Hall, built in the 1650s to designs by Jacob van Campen, visually 
dominated the city centre, including the New Church (where the De Ruyter 
tomb was, and is, housed) behind it. Above are the arms of Amsterdam. 


‘PLATE 27. William III, the States General, and their allies thwart Louis XIV. 
A Dutch print depicting the situation of Europe in 1689, immediately after the 
Glorious Revolution. It suggests that Louis XIV and James II are fighting a 
godless war: ‘tegens God ist quaat te vegten’. James gives a nervous hand to 
Louis (who is engrossed in fighting Leopold, for domination of the Empire), 
attempting to draw his attention to William III, and the Dutch army and fleet, 
who, having secured England, are turning towards the Continent. William 
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remarks, ‘nunc est delenda Carthago’. To the right is Father Edward Petre 
holding the infant James (the Old Pretender), while a monk reassures Mary of 
Modena who reclines with her breasts exposed, alluding to her allegedly having 
prostituted herself (at the instigation of the Catholic Church) to produce an heir 
to the British thrones. 


PLATE 28. The Chief Occurrences of the Year 1692. A symbolic representation 
of the episodes of war by. land and sea in- 1692, engraved by Jan van Vianen. 
Most emphasized are the Anglo-Dutch victory over the French at sea, at La 
Hogue, in May, and the hard-fought, inconclusive battle of Steenkerken, 
between Brussels and Mons, at which Marshal Luxembourg repulsed the attack 
of the allied army commanded by William III in person. 


PLATE 29. Print by Petrus Schenk showing the VOC storehouse (built 1660) 
and wharves at Amsterdam at the beginning of the eighteenth century. 


PLATE 30. William IV, Prince of Orange, Rescues the Dutch Maid. A political 
print of the spring of 1747, showing the Dutch Maid in her Garden seriously 
under threat from without, being defended by a distracted Dutch Lion. She turns 
to Pallas (William IV), defender of her Freedom and Religion, bearing in her 
right hand the Liberty banner, proclaiming that Pallas will right grievances and 
repel the oppressor. Behind Pallas are banners proclaiming ‘Vivat Oranje!’ In 
front of the Maid stands an altar with a States Bible on it, flanked by.a.column 
of cloud representing the true doctrine of the Trinity which is being threatened 
in vain by the Dragon of false doctrine. The Cock represents the French 
attempting to break their way in. In the background, the French bombard Sluis. 


PLATE 31. An engraving depicting the rioting in Amsterdam in June 1748, 
featuring the sacking of a wine merchant’s house on the Singel. Note the 
quantity of fine furniture hurled into the canal. 


PLATE 32. Stadholder William V being welcomed by the States of Zeeland on 
29 June 1786. Engraving by M. D. Sallieth of 1787 from Zelandia Illustrata, iii. 
256. 
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Introduction 
¢ 


hat has aptly been called the ‘New World of the Dutch Republic’! 
made a deep impression on both Europeans and non-European 
peoples during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, whether they came 
in contact with this other ‘New World’ at first hand or indirectly through 
its shipping and trade, or prints and books. It was a society, and culture, 
which regularly fascinated contemporary diplomats, scholars, merchants, 
churchmen, soldiers, tourists, sailors, and connoisseurs of art from many 
lands and which retains today a special significance in the history of modern 
western civilization. Early modern. observers were especially struck by the 
innumerable ‘novelties’ and innovations which one encountered there in 
virtually every field of activity. Visitors continually marvelled at the prodi- 
gious extent of Dutch shipping and commerce, the technical sophistication 
of industry and finance, the beauty and orderliness, as well as cleanliness, 
of the cities, the degree of religious and intellectual toleration to be found 
there, the excellence of the orphanages and hospitals, the limited character 
of ecclesiastical power, the subordination of military to civilian authority, 
and the remarkable achievements of Dutch art, philosophy, and science. 
Needless to say, the wonder foreigners expressed was rarely unmixed with 
criticism, resentment, disdain, and sometimes outright hostility. Numerous 
features of Dutch society under the Republic seemed aberrant or abhorrent 
to outsiders. Until the late seventeenth century many were appalled by the 
diversity of churches which. the authorities permitted and the relative 
freedom with which religious and intellectual issues were discussed. Others 
disapproved of the excessive liberty, as it seemed to them, accorded to 
specific groups, especially women, servants, and Jews, who were invariably 
confined, in other European countries, to a lowlier, more restricted exist- 
ence. Foreign noblemen were apt to scoff at the bourgeois flavour of Dutch 
life and politics and the lack of a proper social hierarchy. Many a foreign 
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gentleman travelling on the Dutch passenger barges—a routine conveyance 
found nowhere else in seventeenth-century Europe—was disconcerted to 
find the most ordinary folk casually engaging him in conversation as if he 
were just anyone, without the least regard for his rank.? A German observer 
noted, in 1694, that servant girls in Holland behaved and dressed so much 
like their mistresses that it was hard to tell which was which.’ The United 
Provinces—to give the Republic its official name—were widely perceived in 
Europe as a seedbed of theological, intellectual, and social promiscuity 
which subverted the usual, and proper, relations between men and women, 
Christians and non-Christians, masters and servants, nobles and non- 
nobles, soldiers and ‘civilians, perversely refusing to accord the noble, the 
soldier, and even the husband the honour and status which were their due. 
Meanwhile, the political: institutions .of the Republic, according to most 
foreign observers, were worthier of contempt than admiration. 
‘Consequently, it was practically never the integrated reality of the ‘New 
World’ of the Dutch Republic which outsiders wished to emulate. As a rule, 
far more interest was shown in adopting this or that innovation from among 
the profusion of novelties in every field. Those eager for economic success 
studied Dutch methods of commerce and finance and borrowed much that 
they found: From the 1590s down to. around 1740, for roughly a century 
and a half, the Republic exercised.a general primacy in world shipping and 
trade and was the central reservoir of goods of every conceivable type. It 
‘was the central storehouse. not only of commodities from all parts of the 
globe but also of: information about .them, techniques for storing and 
processing them, methods for classifying and testing them, and ways: of 
advertising and negotiating them: During the seventeenth century, even the 
greatest enemies of Dutch commercial. prosperity; such as Louis XIV’s 
minister, Colbert, or the English ambassador, Sir George Downing—after 
whom Downing Street is named—assiduously imitated Dutch methods and 
sought to attract Dutch skills. Inseparably entwined with Dutch primacy in 
world trade, the:Republic, from the end of the sixteenth down to the early 
eighteenth century, was'also the technological leader of Europe and many 
visitors—among them Peter the Great of Russia, who visited Holland in 
1697-8 and again in 1716-17—concentrated on the technical inventions, 
from new practices in shipbuilding to improved sluices, harbour cranes, 
timber-saws, textile looms, windmills, clocks, and street lamps.‘ Relatively 
few foreigners showed interest in agricultural innovation. But those who did 
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encountered much in Dutch drainage, horticulture, fodder crops, and 
methods of soil replenishment which could, with profit, be applied else- 
where. A large. part of the agricultural revolution in England, in the 
eighteenth century, was based on techniques and innovations borrowed 
from the United Provinces. Other observers were struck by the orderliness 
of Dutch civic life, the effectiveness of the welfare system, prisons, and penal 
practice, and the remarkably low levels of crime which characterized Dutch 
society. Military men took a keen interest, especially in the period down to 
1648, in the military revolution:carried through in the United Provinces, 
since the 1590s, by the Stadholders Maurits and Frederik Hendrik, a 
revolution characterized not only by innovations in artillery, tactics, fortifica- 
tion, siege techniques, and military transportation, but by.a vast improve- 
ment in the discipline and orderliness of the military. Together, the north 
and south Netherlands were the principal school of warfare. of both 
Protestant and Catholic Europe from the 1580s down to the middle of the 
seventeenth century and were again one of the main schools of warfare, for 
Europe, from 1672 down to 1713, a period in which the Low Countries were 
the strategic hub. of the great struggle between Louis.XIV and the European 
coalition ranged against him. Finally, there was a constant stream of visitors 
more inclined to scholarly ‘and artistic pursuits—among them several of the 
greatest philosophers of-early modern times, Descartes, Locke, and Bayle— 
who were attracted by the abundance-of libraries, scientific collections, and 
publishers in the United. Provinces and, above all, the intellectual and 
religious freedom to:be found-there. There was.no other country, averred 
Descartes, ‘ov l’on puisse jouir d’une liberté si entiére’.‘ 

- During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, outsiders thought of the 
Republic as giving its citizens,.and foreign residents, greater ‘freedom’ than 
other European: ‘societies of the time and it is true that the politics and 
culture of the Golden Age laid'a special stress on ‘freedom’. Thus, the only 
one ofthe many playsiof Vondel, the greatest writer of the Dutch Golden 
Age, to. deal..with a specifically Dutch theme—his. Batavische Gebroeders 
(1663)-dramatizes the. struggle of the ancient Batavians (whom the seven- 
teenth-century.;Dutch regarded as their ancestors) to win their ‘freedom’ 
from the Romans.®. ‘The inhabitants’, asserted:the same German writer who 
commented:on the servant girls, ‘love nothing:so much .as they do their 
freedom.’’ This. celebrated: ‘freedom’ of the Dutch Republic: was based on 
freedom of conscience. But as the English ambassador Sir William Temple 
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wrote, around 1672, it extended much further, creating a ‘general liberty and 
ease, not only in point of conscience, but all others that serve. to the 
commodiousness and quiet of life, every man following his own way, 
minding his own business, and little enquiring into other men’s.” The Italian 
Protestant writer Gregorio Leti, who settled in Amsterdam in 1683, having 
lived in Italy, Geneva, and England,: was delighted with what he found, 
contrasting the genuine ‘freedom’ encountered in Holland with the corrup- 
tion, institutionalized despotism, and ‘lack of respect for: the individual, 
which, in his opinion, characterized the decayed Italian republics of Venice 
and Genoa.’ 

‘Freedom’ was adopted by William the Silent and his propagandists as the 
central justifying principle of the Revolt against Spain. In his manifestos of 
1568, explaining his taking up arms against the legitimate ruler of the 
Netherlands, William referred, on the one hand, to the Spanish king’s 
violation of the ‘freedoms and privileges’ of the provinces, using ‘freedom’ 
in this restricted sense; but he also claimed to be the defender of ‘freedom’ 
in the abstract, in the modern ‘sense.. He maintained that the people had 
“enjoyed freedom in. former times’ but were now being reduced to “‘unbear- 
able slavery’ by the king of Spain.’° After the Revolt, ‘freedom’ remained a 
key element in defining the respective positions of the rival ideological blocs. 
Characteristically, one of the most famous. placards published by the States 
of Holland, under the Republic, ‘the so-called Perpetual Edict, of 1667, 
suppressing the stadholderate.in Holland, justified the step as necessary for 
safeguarding and advancing Vryheid (Fteedom).'! In 1706~Romeyn ‘de 
Hooghe, one of the great artists of the late seventeenth century, and an 
‘active propagandist for William HI of Orange, published a two-volume 
description of the United Provinces styling. the. Republic the ‘freest and 
‘safest state’ in which to live ‘of all those known in the world’.!? 

Yet many of the most creative and innovative geniuses active in the 
Republic during the: Golden. Age were disappointed, finding that this 
celebrated freedom did not, in reality, stretch far enough. Descartes, initially 
enthusiastic, was -by the 1640s worried by. its limitations.. Spmoza was 
continually anxious. Ericus Walten, one of the :principal:seventeenth-century 
Dutch republican writers, who reverenced ‘freedom’; and abhorred ‘despot- 
ism’, died in gaol in The Hague under investigation for blasphemy:''De 
Hooghe was obliged to move from Amsterdam to Haarlem to avoid_trial 

* Temple, Observations, 134. 

> Leti, Raguagli politici, 2, ii. 408-10. 

'° Kossmann and Mellink, Texts, 86. 
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for distributing erotic pictures. And, besides these, Grotius, Episcopius, and 
many other famous men had cause to complain. Yet in the eyes of all of 
these its comparative freedom was one, if not the most precious, of the 
amenities and advantages which the Republic offered. 

The Republic was indeed, in the context of its time, peculiarly well suited 
to assist intellect, imagination, and talent, offering the scholar books, the 
scientist research collections, the artist materials, and the theologian differ- 
ent points of view, with a profusion found nowhere else. The north 
Netherlands produced, or were the adopted home of, a remarkably large 
number of the greatest minds and cultural figures of early modern Europe, 
among them Erasmus, Lipsius, Scaliger, Grotius, Rembrandt, Vondel, 
Descartes, Huygens, Vermeer, Spinoza, and Bayle. This astounding concen- 
tration, in such a small space, not only coincided with, but was linked to, 
Dutch pre-eminence in commerce, shipping, and finance, as well as in 
agriculture and technology. Furthermore, none of this could have occurred, 
or been sustained, had the United Provinces not become one of Europe’s 
military great powers for over a century and one of the world’s principal 
naval powers for longer. All this was accomplished by a society considerably 
smaller than its main rivals, the Dutch population scarcely touching two 
million even at the height of the Republic’s greatness. 

Moments of heightened creativity and achievement in numerous fields, in 
a single region, are undoubtedly rather rare in history. When they do occur, 
as with classical Athens or Renaissance Florence, it is often striking that the 
sustained creativity is confined to a remarkably small geographical space. 
Also, precisely because of their rarity and creative intensity, such golden 
ages are not easy to appraise in terms of normal historical criteria. To 
present a comprehensive picture of the Dutch Golden Age is difficult and, 
inevitably, much remains elusive. For historians it is thus tempting, indeed 
usual, to fasten on just one aspect, or another, of Dutch achievement—art, 
agriculture, or shipping—and then compare developments in that sphere 
with those elsewhere in Europe and the world. Looking at the whole of such 
an immensely rich tableau is less usual as well as more arduous. Yet how 
worthwhile it is to make the effort! For everyone who has appreciated any 
particular aspect of the Dutch Republic, striving to grasp the total picture 
unfailingly serves to deepen and enrich perceptions of each and every 
particular dimension, as well as of the whole. 
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THE RISE OF HOLLAND 


he political, economic, and cultural core of the Dutch Republic after 
1572 was the province of Holland, and it is logical that our story should 
begin with the rise of Holland to prominence in the Low Countries during 
the thirteenth century. The thirteenth century was indeed a crucial period in 
the shaping of the Dutch context. Much of the foundation for the later 
emergence of the north Netherlands in ways which were to astound Europe, 
and the wider. world, was laid at that time. Earlier there had been some 
primitive construction of dikes and dams to control the movement of water 
and some digging of drainage channels. But, until around 1200, such work 
had been on a limited scale and insufficient to allow regular cultivation of 
the low-lying western regions of the Netherlands. For even much of the area 
which was not normally under water remained subject to frequent flooding. 
Twelfth-century Holland, like Zeeland, much of Friesland, Groningen, and 
Utrecht, and the part. of. Flanders adjoining the Scheldt estuary, was a 
waterlogged marshy land, dangerous, thinly populated, and marginal to the 
life of the Low Countries as.a whole. Most agricultural and commercial 
activity was carried out on the higher ground, safe from flooding, to. the 
south and also to the east. At that time, north of the great. rivers, Utrecht, 
Kampen, Deventer, Zwolle, Nijmegen, and Zutphen were the principal 
towns. Only after 1200 did construction of dikes and land reclamation 
proceed systematically and on a large scale throughout the low-lying regions 
from the Scheldt estuary to the estuary of the Ems. During the thirteenth 
century, extensive areas were diked, drained, made cultivable, and intens- 
ively colonized. From this resulted an internal shift, especially within the 
northern Netherlands, with the populousness and vitality of the low-lying 
areas, above all Holland, steadily increasing relative to the higher ground to 
the south and east. 
The building of ‘huge sea-dikes of earth and rubble, commencing in the 


10 The Making of the Republic, 1477-1588 


thirteenth century, however rudimentary in design, was to have vast 
consequences for the future. For this development marked the onset of a 
new stage in the epic contest between man and the sea in much of the 
Netherlands which has continued uninterrupted down to the present day. 
From the thirteenth century onwards large areas were reclaimed, made 
productive, and up to a point rendered secure. But the degree of security 
achieved tended to fluctuate with circumstances. The dikes and embank- 
ments required constant maintenance and could readily deteriorate as well 
as improve, leading intermittently to setbacks and, on occasion, huge 
catastrophes. Nevertheless, there was a gradual improvement in techniques, 
and build-up in the pace and capacity.of poldering and drainage, culminat- 
ing in the early part of the Golden Age (1590-1648). This was followed by 
a marked slackening, and after 1672 stagnation, which persisted until the 
middle of the eighteenth century. Only after 1850 was the pre-1650 momen- 
tum in Dutch drainage and land reclamation resumed. 

But even compared with the remarkable advances made in the period 
between 1590 and 1672, the achievements in drainage and land reclamation 
of the thirteenth century were imposing. Moreover, that century not only 
witnessed the start of this vast drama, one of the most impressive of all 
examples of man’s cumulative impact:on his physical environment, but was 
the period in which:evolved the institutional and juridical apparatus needed 
to sustain it. To build and maintain dikes, dams, and drainage channels, and 
find the necessary resources, local drainage and polder boards.arose, which 
in Holland. were called heemraadschappen, committees,on which -yillages, 
towns, and local nobles had their representatives, and which provided a 
mechanism for co-operation between them. Though they were essentially 
local and. spontaneous in origin, by the early thirteenth century the count of 
Holland, and neighbouring princes, ‘exerted a growing influence on. this 
emerging, ‘and already vital, framework of dike, drainage, and waterway 
control, especially by setting up larger regional jurisdictions to oversee the 
work: of the drainage boards, called hoogheemraadschappen. These were 
again ‘colleges’ of representatives of towns, rural localities, and the nobility 
but with their procedures fixed by the count and presided over.by a dijkgraaf 
(dike count) who, in Zeeland ‘as in Holland, was usually a nominee: of the 
count and often. one of his district officials and ‘who then combined his role 
in dike maintenance and flood. control with a. wide range of fiscal, policing, 
and judicial responsibilities. 

Holland, Zeeland, and appreciable slices of Utrecht, Flanders, Friesland, 
and Groningen constituted, by 1300, what was virtually a new country, 
protected and rendered productive by dikes, dams,.polders, and huge river 
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embankments and providing much greater scope than in the past for 
settlements, agriculture, navigation, and trade. Furthermore, the shift in 
population and activity changed the political and cultural balance. Still 
marginal in 1200, by the 1290s Holland had carved a dominant position for 
herself amongst the patchwork of small states evolving north of the great 
rivers and, as a power, was beginning to compare with Flanders and 
Brabant. 
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In the fourteenth century the southern parts of the Low Countries were 
still far more developed economically, and in most other respects, than the 
north. Together with northern Italy, the south Netherlands was indeed the 
most highly urbanized area of Europe. Where, by the late fourteenth 
century, the territory of what is now Belgium contained. at least ten cities 
with over 10,000 inhabitants—headed by Ghent (c.60,000), Bruges 
(c.35,000), Brussels (c.17,000), and Leuven (c.15,000)—there were only three 
towns with 10,000 inhabitants north of the rivers and none with much more 
than 10,000.’ Moreover, of these, only one—Dordrecht—was located on the 
maritime seaboard. If the lion’s share of the commerce and industry of the 
Low Countries was to be found in Flanders and Brabant, north of the rivers 
activity was still chiefly concentrated on the LJssel—Kampen, Zwolle, 
Deventer, and. Zutphen, and also Utrecht—rather than in Holland. 

Yet, despite the overwhelming superiority of the south in many fields, it 
would be wrong to conclude that the north Netherlands was in a politically 
or economically subordinate relationship to the south, or was any sort of 
appendage. For the patchwork of states in the south—of which Flanders 
and Brabant were the most important—were chiefly orientated towards the 
west and south (and, in the case of Brabant, also had some political 
‘involvement towards the east) but exerted little influence towards the north. 
The great rivers flowing across the Low Countries from east to west, 
especially the Maas (Meuse) and Waal, constituted such a formidable 
political and strategic barrier that no southern state was able to intervene 
militarily or, in a serious way, politically, north of the rivers. It is true that 
Brabant and the duchy of Gelderland clashed repeatedly on the Maas and 
that the dukes of Brabant several times invaded the territory of Gelderland. 
But this conflict was confined to the outlying southernmost quarter of 
Gelderland—the Overkwartier (Upper Gelderland), or Roermond quarter 
(see Map 4).’ The friction between Brabant and Gelderland never extended 
north of the Waal. 

The rivers forming an effective barrier, there was little interference from 
Flanders or Brabant with the efforts of the counts of Holland to achieve a 
broad hegemony over the complex of principalities in the north. During the 
later Middle Ages down to the fifteenth century, the Netherlands formed 
two essentially separate political arenas—as, in many respects, they were to 
continue to do later. In the north, the small states on the higher ground tried 
to resist the encroachment of Holland and defend their trade and shipping. 


_ | Visser, ‘Dichtheid’, 16; Van Uytven, ‘Oudheid en middeleeuwen’, 23; Klep, ‘Urban 
Decline’, 266-7. 
* Jappe Alberts, Gesch. van de beide Limburgen, i. 76, 93. 


On the Threshold of the Modern Era 13 


But while. there was no lack of. antagonism to the Hollanders, these 
territories and cities were ‘not‘well placed to oppose Holland’s rise. Once 
protected from the sea and.cultivable, the heavy clay soil region to the west 
was considerably more fertile than the mostly rather-poor, sandy soils of the 
inland areas.’ Thus, rural population density in the: north-east was, and 
remained, relatively low. Utrecht and the eastern states, for:the.time being, 
had most of the main towns but lacked a political framework capable of 
defending: and prolonging the commercial ascendancy of their towns. 
Politically, all the states to the east and north of Holland were inherently 
weak. The prince-bishop of Utrecht, unable to control his unruly nobility, 
or the citizenry of the city, was..only. sporadically a rival to the count of 
Holland. From the early fourteenth century onwards he was, at times, 
reduced to being'a virtual protégé of the increasingly ambitious count. 

Holland’s expansion towards the north began with the successful annexa- 
tion by Count Floris V (1256-96), in the 1280s, of the area known as West 
Friesland (see Map 2), thereby acquiring a land bridge reaching towards 
Friesland proper. Soon Holland began to extend her sway further north and 
across the Zuider Zee. Assuredly, there were reverses. After repeated 
attempts to subjugate Friesland, Count William IV was killed fighting the 
Frisians in 1345. But Holland’s efforts resumed and, by the mid-fourteenth 
century, enjoyed substantial support within Friesland, especially from towns 
willing to submit for the sake of the more orderly conditions that would 
result. The Holland towns, and especially Amsterdam, backed their count’s 
policy, anxious to curb the depredations of Frisian pirates against their ships 
sailing to the north, and, in 1396, helped finance a large expedition which 
succeeded in conquering most of Friesland and the Ommelands in alliance 
with: the Frisian faction known as the Verkopers. The count of Holland, 
eager to expand his power and territory, and thwart the then prince-bishop 
of Utrecht who had designs on Groningen and Drenthe, was also impelled 
by the potentially disruptive impact of the growing tensions among the 
Holland nobles. He needed to reunify them and divert their restless energies 
from the domestic scene, by steering them into external conquest.* Tempor- 
arily he succeeded: But the anti-Holland -faction in Friesland and: the 
Ommelands, the Schieringers, fought on and by 1414 Holland, distracted by 
difficulties elsewhere, had lost her grip over Friesland. 

More conclusive was the extension of: Holland’s sway over Zeeland. As 
we have seen, Flanders and Brabant exercised little influence north of the 
rivers. But Zeeland was a special case—culturally and:economically as well 


3 De Vries, Dutch Rural Economy, 24, 33. 
* Janse, Grenzen aan de macht, 45-53, 88-98, 371. 
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as politically—-wedged between north and south, an intermediary zone long 
contested by the counts of Holland and Flanders. This struggle commenced 
in the twelfth century with Flanders initially having the. upper hand. But 
with the growth of Holland’s power and resources, in the thirteenth century, 
the balance shifted.> In 1253, Count William II (1234-56) defeated a Flemish 
army on. Walcheren, the principal island of Zeeland, and under the treaty 
of Brussels (1256) effective control over Zeeland passed to Holland. Never- 
theless, the count of Flanders continued to challenge this result until he was 
defeated by the French and Hollanders in a sea-battle, off Zierikzee, in 1304. 
Under the treaty of Paris (1323), Count Louis of Flanders surrendered all 
Flemish claims to the province and recognized the count of Holland as 
count also of Zeeland. Holland was not yet as strong as Flanders or 
Brabant. But the struggle for Zeeland showed not just that Holland was 
unrivalled north of the rivers but that she surpassed Flanders and Brabant 
along, and between, the rivers. After 1323, the subordination of Zeeland to 
Holland was never again disputed. _ 

After the Black Death of 1348 most of Europe suffered demographic and 
economic contraction, and shrinkage of towns, which lasted a century. 
Although the Low Countries as a whole escaped relatively lightly, the great 
Flemish and Brabantine cities did decline somewhat in population and 
activity.° Holland and Zeeland, however, uniquely in Europe, experienced.a 
continuous expansion of urban life throughout the long depression else- 
where. Consequently, the balance between, on the one hand, Holland:and 
the rest of the north and, on the other, that. between Holland and the 
principal states in the south, continually shifted in favour of Holland.’ 
Where, in 1300, a mere 8,000 people dwelt in townships of over 2,500 in 
Holland, a total minute compared with the north-east let alone Flanders 
and Brabant, ‘by 1400, some 42;000 people lived in towns of over 2,500 in 
Holland. By 1514, some 120,000 people, or 44 per cent of Holland’s 
population, was town-dwelling and the four leading Holland towns had 
overtaken the chief towns of the north-east except Utrecht, which in .the 
early and mid-sixteenth century was still the largest city in the: north 
Netherlands. It is true that the great cities of the south were still far larger 
and more important than those of the north. Ghent and Antwerp, in 1500, 
had populations of over 40,000, and Bruges and Brussels of over 30,000, 
whereas. Holland’s four principal towns—Leiden, Amsterdam, Haarlem, 


5 Kokken, Steden en Staten, 32-3. 

* Van der Wee, ‘Overgang’, 18. 
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Houtte, Economische en sociale gesch. 129-31. 
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and Delft—were still all in the ten to fifteen thousand range. But in terms 
of both total population and levels of urbanization, Holland was now 
heavily preponderant in the north and of growing weight in relation to the 
south (see Tables 1 and 2). 

By the late fifteenth century Flanders and Brabant were still the two most 
populous and economically: developed provinces. But Holland was.now 
unquestionably the third province in order of importance and, while she still 
had no large cities, she was remarkable also for having a uniquely high 
percentage of her population living in towns. There were no other Dutch- 
speaking provinces remotely comparable with Flanders, Brabant, and 
Holland in importance or population. Of the other provinces of the Low 
Countries, only the French-speaking province of Artois had a population 
even half as large as that of Holland (see Table :1). 


TABLE I. The population of the main provinces of the Low Countries in 1477 , 


Province Population Province Total as % 
in Total % rural %urban °F Netherlands totas 

Flanders 660,000 64 36 26.0 

Brabant 413,000 69 31 16.0 

Holland 275,000 55 45 10.5 

Artois 140,000 78 22 5.5 

Hainault 130,000 70 30 5.0 

Liége 120,000 - - 4.5 

Gelderland 98,000 56 44 3.8 

Walloon 73,000 * 64 36 2.8 

Flanders 

Friesland 71,000 78 22 2.7 

Luxemburg 68,000 85 15 2.6 

Overijssel 53,000 §2 48 2.0 


Sources: Van Houtte, Economische en sociale gesch. 130-1; Blockmans and Prevenier, 
Bourgondische Nederlanden, 392. 


But if Holland was gaining ground in terms of population and urbaniza- 
tion, with regard to commerce, industry, .wealth, and fiscal weight she 
continued to.be dwarfed by both Flanders and Brabant. Admittedly, by the 
fifteenth century Holland boasted far more ships, and seamen, than both 
these provinces combined. But Holland’s maritime strength. was confined to 
the bulk-carrying traffic—the freightage. of bulky goods of low value, 
especially grain, timber, salt, and fish—and the fisheries, and this meant that 
she possessed hardly any major merchants, little commercial wealth, and far 
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less export-orientated industry than Flanders or Brabant.* The Habsburg 
government in the sixteenth century accordingly fixed Holland’s fiscal 
liability. at only half that of Brabant, Brabant being assessed at one-sixth 
less than Flanders.? Holland’s inferiority was most marked in the sphere of 
high-value commerce and industry. Industrial output in Holland was valued 
for fiscal purposes, as late as the mid-sixteenth century, at less than one-fifth 
of that of Flanders and only one-twentieth of that of the south Netherlands 
as:a whole.’° 
‘A-crucially important feature, a key contrast between Holland and. the 
other ‘two. large provinces' of the Low Countries, was the much greater 
concentration in the south of population, activity, wealth, and influence in 
a small number of very: large cities which were thus overwhelmingly 
dominant in the affairs of the provinces. Ghent, Bruges, Antwerp, Brussels, 
Leuven and ’s-Hertogenbosch were all larger than any town in Holland. But 
in Flanders three, and in Brabant four, cities were preponderant each in its 
own quarter. Thus, in Flanders, the three principal cities—-Ghent, Bruges, 
and Ieper—together paid 35 per cent of the total quota for the whole 
province while no other Flemish town paid a significant proportion, the next 
largest, Dunkirk, contributing a mere 1.2 per cent.'' By contrast, in Holland 
there were no dominant towns in the Flemish sense but rather six or seven 
towns, all of about the same size, with populations of around ten to twelve 
thousand—Leiden, Haarlem, Dordrecht, Delft, Amsterdam, Gouda, and 
Rotterdam—none of which could preside over the province, or a part of it. 
The preponderance of a few great cities in Flanders and Brabant aggravated 
the disunity of those provinces, and vulnerability to civic particularism, 
whereas the more even dispersal of urban population in Holland encouraged 
the tendency noticeable there from early on towards provincial cohesion. : 
Decisive for the rise of Holland was the first half of the fifteenth century. 
It was then that the Hollanders first developed the full-rigged seagoing ships 
which formed the basis of the subsequently burgeoning bulk-carrying 
traffic.'"* From around 1400, Holland’s ships began to sail in impressive 
numbers both to the Baltic, for grain and timber, and western France and 
Portugal, for salt.:It was also in the early fifteenth.century that the Dutch 
full-rigged herring buss evolved, the vessel which ensured the dominance of 
Holland and Zeeland over the North Sea herring grounds for over three 
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Map 2. Holland in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries 
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centuries. This growing dependence on bulk-carrying and the herring fishery 
was encouraged by mounting difficulties in agriculture and water control.'3 
By 1400, land reclamation was slowing down, as the limits of what could be 
achieved with available technology were reached. At the same time, much 
of the land previously reclaimed continued to shrink, and therefore sink, so 
that areas previously safe again became prone to flooding.'* One of the 
effects of this crisis in Holland’s agriculture, which included a series of 
disastrous floods inundating sizeable areas of Holland and Zeeland, was a 
shift from arable to dairy farming, a recourse encouraged by the importing 
of cheap Baltic grain in increasing quantities. The result was that more 
imported grain was needed, fewer men were required to work in the 
countryside, more rural population moved to the towns, and there was a 
rapid increase in surplus cheese and butter available for export. The 
combination of growing difficulty in agriculture during the fifteenth century, 
and floods, with. success in bulk-carrying and fisheries, shifted activity and 
vitality (and therefore population) from the countryside to the towns, 
contributing to the rapid urbanization in Holland when the rest of Europe 
was experiencing contraction and stagnation.'> The southern Netherlands 
eclipsed Holland and Zeeland in high-value commerce and industry, espe- 
cially manufacturing goods for export overseas. Yet Holland’s was by no 
means a purely maritime economy. Four of the six ‘big towns’ of Holland— 
Leiden, Haarlem, Delft, and Gouda—were inland towns without bulk- 
carrying or herring fleets. These were modest manufacturing towns which 
produced a good deal of beer, mostly for consumption locally but also in 
the south Netherlands, and some medium-quality cloth.'® 

In the face of Holland’s expanding seaborne trade and power, the inland 
states of the north Netherlands had. only one recourse: to form alliances, 
directed against Holland, in northern Germany and the Baltic. There was 
no point in looking to Flanders and Brabant: for these provinces had no 
influence, or leverage, north of the rivers and no means of backing 
opposition to Holland’s expansion. In their economic and political life, as 
in their culture, Flanders and Brabant remained orientated towards the west 
and south and relied wholly on intermediaries—the IJssel towns, the Hansa, 
and also Holland and Zeeland—to carry their commerce with the north. 
Thus, Holland’s expansion heightened not only her own orientation towards 
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northern Germany and ‘the Baltic but also that of the rest of the northern 
Netherlands: In 1441 for example, Kampen joined the Hanseatic League, as 
a full member, while Deventer and Zwolle, already members, tightened their 
links with Litbeck and other Hansa ports: For their part, the North German 
Hansa towns willingly concerned themselves with the Low Countries, 
needing allies, and expedients, with which to check the growing influence of 
the Hollanders in the Baltic. For as the Hollanders’ share of the bulk- 
carrying traffic grew, as it did steadily through the fifteenth century, the 
friction between them and their German Hanseatic competitors inexorably 
mounted. Liibeck, which headed the Hanseatic League, was anxious to 
maintain the exclusion of the Hollanders from the ‘rich trades’ in textiles 
and other high-value: commodities by collaborating closely‘ with the great 
commercial and industrial centres of Flanders and Brabant.'’ In the north 
Netherlands, the Hansa backed the Hollanders’ competitors, especially 
Kampen and Deventer. 

Thus Holland grew more powerful and to a degree affluent, and acquired 
incomparable numbers of ships and seamen, without acquiring a wealthy 
merchant élite."*.At the same time, the rise of Holland generated political 
and economic tensions not only between her and her neighbours, but also 
within the province. For as Holland expanded, territorially and in terms of 
population and ships, she also acquired the rudiments of a more integrated 
administration while, at the same time, the influence of the towns increased 
at the expense of the countryside. To finance their administration and wars, 
the counts of Holland imposed a growing fiscal pressure and this, in turn, 
meant extending their administrative apparatus. The result was a widening 
rift between those nobles and urban patricians, on the one hand, who 
backed the count and were favoured at his court and, on the other, those 
excluded from favour and position, and consequently resentful.'? At the 
same time, the efforts of the count to regulate commerce and shipping, and 
administer the waterways, dikes, dams, and sluices, created patterns of 
control, and privilege, which generated stresses among the towns. Especially 
contentious were the staple rights affecting shipping sailing along the lower 
Maas, sold by William IV to Dordrecht, in 1334, which thoroughly 
antagonized Delft and Rotterdam. 

These internal tensions erupted in 1350, when the leading group of 
noble families—the Wassenaar,. Van Polanen, Brederode, Kralingen, and 
Raephorst—currently monopolizing favour and office, were thrust aside by 
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their rivals, leading to an outbreak of bitter civil war. The newly dominant 
grouping received the backing of all the main towns, except Dordrecht, and 
came to be known (for reasons which remain a mystery) as the:‘Cod-Fish’ 
or Cabeljauwen.*» Their opponents then came to be called the -Hoeks 
(Hooks), those who opposed the ‘Cod-Fish’. 

The ‘strife between Hoeks and Cabeljauwen in Holland and Zeeland 
persisted for a century and:a half and became as deeply embedded in Dutch 
life and culture as the comparable feud between Guelphs and Ghibellines in 
late medieval Italy. After a time, the Cabeljauwen; originally the party of 
opposition, became firmly-.identified as the party of the ‘ins’, of the regime, 
and the ruling block of nobles, and. the Hoeks as. the party of the ‘outs’, of 
opposition nobles-and patricians.. For this reason,: several. principal noble 
families, such. as the Wassenaar,’ originally .figuring among the. Hoeks, 
defected and joined the Cabeljauwen. On the. other hand, those. lower. down 
in society, who had reason for discontent, tended to sympathize ‘with the 
Hoeks. 

Despite being deserted by most leading nobles and patriciates, the Hoeks 
remained: formidable, and became moreso as:the.count’s administration 
and taxation pressed harder. By the. middle of the fifteenth century, the 
‘Hoek party was deeply entrenched: among the guilds and militias of the 
towns so that the conflict assumed a:local civic, as well as a. broader 
provincial, and inter-provincial, character." At..Leiden: and:Gouda; where 
the woollen cloth industry attained some importance, the weavers sided with 
the Hoeks, expressing their allegiance in ballads and songs, as well as 
sporadic outbursts of violence, while the cloth dealers backed the Cabel- 
jauwen. At Amsterdam, there was a similar division. between artisans, on the 
‘one side, and the commercial community on the other. 

Before long, the struggle in Holland and Zeeland became entangled with 
parallel factional feuds festering in the rest. of the north Netherlands.” In 
the later Middle Ages all the north Netherlands principalities were unstable 
both socially and politically. In Utrecht, the: conflict between noble and 
patrician parties became inextricably entwined with that in Holland so that 
the factions eventually adopted the names Hoeks and. Cabeljauwen. But 
traditional local names were retained in Friesland, where the rival blocks 
continued tobe called Vetkopers and Schieringers, and in the Ommelands, 
Overijssel, and in Gelderland, where the antagonists were called Bronkhors- 
ten and Hekerens,.after leading noble families on either. side. 
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Until 1425, the Low Countries formed two separate political theatres, with 
little linkage between what went on north of the rivers, where the story 
revolved around Holland’s drive for hegemony, and what went on in the 
south, where there were not one but two main power centres—in Flanders 
and Brabant. Both the latter were deeply divided not only in terms of towns 
versus nobles, but also quarter versus quarter, and patricians versus guilds. 
Furthermore, whereas neither France nor England influenced what went on 
north of the rivers, in the south French and English involvement was 
decisive in shaping—and further fragmenting—the play of forces. 

This almost complete separation of north and south ended in 1425 with 
the death of the last independent count of Holland. By 1428 the new lord of 
Holland and Zeeland was Duke Philip the Good of Burgundy (1419-67), 
which meant that for the first time since the Carolingian era part of the north 
was incorporated into a large European state with its main power base south 
of the rivers. The Burgundian state in the Low Countries had begun with the 
death of Louis de Male, the last independent count of Flanders. in 1384, 
when his lands were inherited by his daughter, Margaret, and her husband, 
Philip the Bold, duke of Burgundy, younger brother of the French king. 
Charles V (1364-80). Originally, the Burgundian dynasty possessed Flanders 
plus Walloon Flanders, and Mechelen, and had close ties with Artois and 
the Franche-Comté, as well as the duchy of Burgundy. But the state grew 
steadily in both the Low Countries and north-eastern France. The acquisi- 
tion of Brabant and Limburg, both in 1404-6, confirmed the Burgundians 
as overwhelmingly the dominant power in the Low Countries. Subsequently, 
they annexed Namur (1421), Hainault (1428), Holland. and Zeeland (1425- 
8), Luxemburg (1451), and eventually also Gelderland (1473). 

After a fresh bout of Hoek—Cabeljauw. strife between 1425 and 1428, with 
the Hoeks opposing the Burgundians, Holland and Zeeland entered a more 
tranquil period, taking their place within the rapidly evolving Burgundian 
state. In the 1430s, Duke Philip embarked on a programme of administra- 
tive reorganization and state-building intended to weld the Burgundian 
Netherlands into a more coherent entity. Among the new central institutions 
established in this period were the States Genera], a gathering of repres- 
entatives from the various provincial States of the Burgundian Netherlands, 
a central Chamber of Accounts with a treasurer and _receiver-general, 
and the celebrated noble order of the Golden Fleece.*? But whilst the 
Burgundian Netherlands was the first state in the Low Countries since 
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Carolingian times extending both south. and. north of the rivers, it was 
undeniably a state based on the south.” After 1451, and the building of the 
ducal palace in Brussels, the court resided chiefly in that city, with spells in 
Lille, Bruges, and Mechelen, and occasionally Dijon.”5 Brussels was the 
capital. Decision-making, high office, ducal favour and rewards were 
reserved for great magnates whose lands and dependants were located 
overwhelmingly to the south of ‘the rivers, with a sprinkling of jurists and 
churchmen who were also usually southerners. Likewise French, and not 
Dutch, was the language of the central administration and court under the 
Burgundians. This suited the magnates, who mostly belonged to French- 
speaking Walloon dynasties, in any case, and posed no problem for the 
patrician élites of Flanders and Brabant, both of which were Dutch-speaking 
provinces but where there was a long tradition—especially in the former 
case—of using French. North of the rivers, though, French was in some 
degree an alienating factor since local élites there were unaccustomed to its 
use. 

Similarly, the impetus given to cultural and artistic activity by the ducal 
court, courts of the magnates, and senior ecclesiastics, was chiefly confined 
to the south. The founding of the first, and only, university of the 
Burgundian Netherlands at Leuven in 1425 did, to an extent, work as a 
unifying factor for the whole Low Countries but also placed the academic 
centre of gravity firmly in central Brabant, near where the court was to settle 
a quarter of a century later. After around 1430 there was an impressive 
increase in production of tapestries, paintings, fine furniture, sculptures, silk 
furnishings, jewellery, painted glass, and courtly music. But it is striking that 
this output, and the specialization and refinement of techniques which made 
possible the unprecedentedly high level of art and décor in the Burgundian 
Netherlands, were concentrated in Brussels, Ghent, Bruges, Leuven, 
Mechelen, and Antwerp. This refined splendour, which had no parallel 
elsewhere in fifteenth-century Europe north of the Alps, was the result less 
of any general rise in affluence in Burgundian society than of the concentra- 
tion of wealth in the hands of the court, high magnates, and leading 
churchmen.” Art and décor became one of the principal activities of the 
towns of Brabant and Flanders. Talented artists and craftsmen were drawn 
into these towns, near the court, from a wide surrounding area. Rogier van 
der Weyden (c.1399-1464) was a Walloon who trained in Tournai but 
painted his masterpieces chiefly in Brussels. Dieric Bouts (d. 1475) seems to 
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have come from Haarlem but worked principally in Leuven. Hans Memling 
(d. 1494), born and trained in the Rhineland, became the foremost painter 
of Bruges. Tapestry-weaving during the Burgundian period was concen- 
trated in Brussels, Leuven, and Ghent.” 

Politically and culturally Holland was thus in some respects subordinated 
to the needs and interests of southern élites and a Burgundian court residing 
in Brussels. Under Philip the Good, Holland and Zeeland were placed under 
the duke’s lords lieutenant or ‘Stadholders’, as provincial governors were 
called in the Low Countries, and these were nearly always chosen from 
among the southern. magnates. The duke himself only rarely paid a visit 
north of the rivers and, when he: did; stayed only briefly. Still more 
important, few Holland or Zeeland nobles, in contrast to Walloons and 
Brabanters, were assigned places at the ducal court.” 

The southern orientation of the Burgundian state in the Netherlands was 
reflected in the functioning of its central institutions. The States General 
always gathered in Brussels or another city in the south. The Order of the 
Golden Fleece, established in 1430, as a means of binding leading nobles 
more Closely to the court, and person, of the Burgundian duke, was from 
the outset composed almost exclusively of southern noblemen. Of the 
original twenty-five nobles accepted into. the order, not a single one was a 
north Netherlander.”? Later in the century, two or three northerners were 
admitted but by that time the total had risen to around forty. The Order of 
the Golden Fleece gathered twenty-three times between 1430 and 1559, on 
all but two occasions south of the rivers. 

In practice, Duke Philip’s only interest in his northern provinces was that 
they should remain. quiescent and meet his tax requirements. His. policy 
towards the noble and patrician factions in those provinces was geared to 
this end. For baljuws—as the main rural judicial officers were called—and 
other major office-holders, he mainly chose Cabeljauwen but with a sprink- 
ling of Hoeks so as not to alienate them altogether. In the town councils, he 
deliberately selected men from. either side, balancing the parties, so as to 
make both dependent on his favour and reduce party hatred.*° It was also 
a ‘means of preventing whole towns from obstructing his rule or.deciding to 
rebel. 

The interests of Holland and Zeeland, as such, were of less concern to the 
Burgundians. There was little point in the Hollanders, increasingly. locked 
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in conflict with the Hanseatic League for maritime and commercial hege- 
mony in the north, looking to the duke to champion their interests, since he 
was absorbed in the Hundred Years War in France; and in relations with 
England, and had neither time, nor resources, to spare for Germany and the 
Baltic.2' Neither did Flanders and Brabant have much sympathy : for 
Holland’s complaints about the Hansa, since Holland’s endeavours, if 
successful, would enhance not only her commerce but also her textile 
production, which was in direct competition with that of Flanders: Con- 
sequently, as the conflict in the north intensified, the States of Holland— 
while always acting in the name of the duke—proceeded virtually as if they 
were a separate government. As war between Holland and the Hansa 
loomed, Flanders and Brabant sought to prevent it. In the war which ensued 
(1438-41), the States of Holland fought. Liibeck and the latter’s North 
German allies raising the large sums needed from the whole province, 
equipping war fleets, and becoming deeply entangled in the politics of 
Denmark-Norway, as well as of northern Germany. What is especially 
noteworthy is the ability of the States of Holland to act as a cohesive and 
more or less efficient government, with no prince, or only a very distant 
prince,” the six towns which dominated the States working together, the 
inland towns supporting the maritime towns. 

In most of the provinces of the Low Countries not only was the nobility 
deeply divided but urban particularism was stronger than provincial cohe- 
sion. In this latter respect, Holland was peculiar and there is little doubt that 
the reasons for this were the same as explain the peculiarity of her economy 
and social structure. Two aspects deserve special emphasis. The late colon- 
ization of large areas, combined with the agricultural crisis of the fifteenth 
century, and accompanying acceleration of the urban economy, had left 
Holland and Zeeland top-heavy with towns..Towns now dominated the 
countryside to a greater extent than in the rest of the Low Countries. Asa 
result, urban patriciates increasingly came to preside over the. provincial 
assembly, the States of Holland. But, even more important than this, was the 
fact that the two main economic assets of Holland—the bulk-carrying fleet 
and herring fishery—were neither located in, nor directly managed by, the 
six ‘big towns’—Dordrecht, Haarlem, Leiden, Amsterdam, Delft, and 
Gouda—which dominated the States: Nor were the dikes and sluices which 
protected both towns:and countryside. The consequence, in ‘contrast to 
northern Italy and the southern Netherlands, was the curtailment of urban 
particularism and autonomy. There was no point in individual towns going 
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their own way if, in doing so, they had no control over their most vital 
assets. Bulk-carrying and the herring fleets were mainly concentrated in a 
string of outports to the north—Enkhuizen, Hoorn, Medemblik, and 
Edam—and in and around Rotterdam and the Maas estuary. The only way 
that the six ‘large towns’ could control and defend these assets, the basis of 
their collective economy and prosperity, was by acting together. This was 
true even of Dordrecht, which in the past had frequently clashed with the 
other towns, had links with the Hansa, and quarrelled with Delft and 
Rotterdam over her staple privileges. For. in the fifteenth century, Dor- 
drecht’s flourishing Rhine trade was increasingly interfered with by the 
Gelderlanders. and her patriciate decided that the best way to defend her 
trade was to drop the Hansa and close ranks with the other Holland towns. 

The Burgundian duke kept aloof from Holland’s Baltic war and politics. 
He sought neither to direct, nor to restrain, the States.» For.it was only by 
allowing Holland to go her own way, even when clashing with the interests 
of Flanders and Brabant, that Holland could be successfully accommodated 
within the Burgundian state. The Burgundian Netherlands of the fifteenth 
century was thus essentially a duality, with north and south scarcely less 
fundamentally divided politically and economically than in the past. 

Duke Philip’s strategy of balancing the parties in the Holland town 
councils and ridderschap (nobility) broke down in the late 1440s, when there 
was a new eruption of Hoek insurgency, led by disaffected nobles. The 
towns were now the chief element in the administration of Holland and 
Zeeland. But the nobles were still of great importance and many were 
intensely hostile to the existing distribution of offices and patronage. At the 
same time, while the patriciates of the Holland towns co-operated with each 
other, most experienced difficulty with their guilds and disaffected artisans. 
In 1445, the duke came in person to Holland—his first visit since 1433—to 
restore order and effect changes to the provincial administration. He purged 
the Hoeks from the city councils, again banned the use of the labels ‘Hoeks’ 
and ‘Cabeljauwen’, and remodelled civic government so as to strengthen the 
patrician element, which was the chief force for stability in both Holland 
and Zeeland.*> .To curtail the influence of the guilds and militias, he 
drastically reduced the vroedschappen (town councils) in size—that of 
Haarlem, for example, from eighty to forty members—making them more 
manageable and less representative of the populace.** Most of the Holland 
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town councils now consisted of forty, thirty-six (as at Amsterdam), or 
twenty-four members. At first, the burgomasters—usually four in each 
town—were still chosen by broadly based colleges of electors, from the 
guilds and town quarters. But soon this democratic element was suppressed 
and the burgomasters, the chief office-holders in the towns, came to be 
chosen by the vroedschap itself. In this way, in Holland and Zeeland during 
the mid-fifteenth century, was created that politically and economically 
privileged regent patriciate, sharply differentiated from the mass of the 
citizenry, who were to dominate civic life in the north Netherlands down to 
the Napoleonic era. This suited the Burgundian duke, who in return for his 
favour could expect them to provide stability, administer justice, and collect 
his taxes, and also suited the patricians who thereby gained in power and 
yet needed him to preserve and defend their privileged position. 

In forging his state, even when reorganizing Holland and Zeeland, Duke 
Philip was advised by a small circle of great noblemen whose lands and 
influence were mainly in the south. Prominent among these was Count 
Johan IV of Nassau, whose family—modest princes in Germany—had 
joined the front rank of the high nobility of the Burgundian state, since the 
marriage, in 1403, of Engelbrecht I of Nassau to Jeanne van Polanen, one 
of the richest heiresses of the Netherlands. The core of the Nassau domains 
in the Netherlands lay in northern Brabant, where the family resided in their 
town, and castle, of Breda. Other leading magnates belonged to the Walloon 
houses of Croy, Lalaing, and Lannoy, and also to the house of Egmond, 
which originated in Holland, and possessed land in North Holland, but 
which through intermarriage with the Walloon nobility, and the favour of 
the Burgundian court, became as much a southern as a northern family. 

While the Burgundian dukes ignored Holland’s concerns in the Baltic, 
they by. no means neglected the historic claims to supremacy over other 
parts of the north Netherlands, inherited from the former counts of 
Holland.>’ To expand and integrate their new state, the dukes needed to 
neutralize the trouble-making potential especially of Gelderland and Fries- 
land. Thus there is a sense in which the pre-Burgundian rise of Holland 
to dominance north of the rivers continued. unabated after the advent of 
the Burgundians. For it was logical, even unavoidable,. that Philip the 
Good and his successor should chiefly employ Holland’s resources. for 
the purpose of subduing parts of the north outside their control since the 
men and money of Flanders and Brabant were (as always) engaged to 
the south and west. 
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Duke Philip revived Holland’s claims to Friesland and in the 1450s there 
was, briefly, a possibility that both Friesland and the Ommelands would be 
forcibly annexed to the Burgundian Netherlands. At the same time the duke 
extended his influence in Utrecht and Gelderland. Utrecht, seething (as 
usual) with internal tensions, erupted in armed conflict in 1455, when the 
ecclesiastical chapters—encouraged by the duke of Gelderland—elected an 
anti-Burgundian candidate as the new prince-bishop. This was a brother of 
Reinoud, lord of Brederode, leader of the Hoeks, the traditionally anti- 
Burgundian element, in Holland. The Brederode prince-bishop enjoyed the 
support of the Utrecht guilds and the Lichtenbergers, the Utrecht nobles 
allied with the Holland Hoeks, as well as of his brother, whose town, and 
castle, of Vianen lay on the Holland—Utrecht border. Duke Philip promptly 
raised an army in Holland, with Holland’s money, and invaded Utrecht. 
The Brederode prince-bishop was ejected and the duke’s illegitimate son, 
David of Burgundy, made: prince-bishop in his stead, a change the Pope 
swiftly endorsed. Holland’s troops also entered Overijssel, the other part of 
the prince-bishop’s territory, quelled support for the Brederodes, and 
reduced Deventer, after a five-week siege. 

‘The Burgundian state reached its zenith under Duke Charles the Bold 
(1467-77). A harsh, authoritarian ruler, with pronounced monarchical 
tendencies, Charles lost no opportunity to show the provincial States of the 
Netherlands who was master and how he saw their role. His policy was 
straightforward: to expand his army, conquer more territory, advance 
administrative centralization, and raise more taxation. His methods were 
heavy-handed and unpopular. In 1468, the duke toured Zeeland and 
Holland, putting new men into positions in the provincial administration, 
and also into the town councils, to ensure that those with power .were 
subservient to his wishes and fiscal needs.2* For the first time, the Hof, or 
provincial high court of Holland and Zeeland—they shared the same high 
court—-was brought: under central supervision. Charles’s most resounding 
success in the north was his acquisition of Gelderland, in 1473, on the death 
of the childless Duke Arnold. The duchy was seized by force in the face of 
considerable opposition, and with the local nobility deeply divided. 

The sensational news, in January 1477, of Charles the Bold’s death in 
battle, against the Swiss near Nancy, instantly transformed the situation 
throughout the Netherlands. Everywhere deep grievances had accumulated 
against the duke’s policies and methods, against the centralization process, 
and, not least, the concentration .of influence and wealth in the hands of the 
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duke’s principal supporters and officials. Consequently, his death, and the 
loss of his army, precipitated a thoroughgoing crisis of the Burgundian 
state, a reaction against both centralization and the pervasive corruption 
associated with the duke’s rule. Charles was succeeded by his daughter, 
Mary of Burgundy (1477-82), -who found herself facing opposition and 
revolt on every side, without money or troops, and with the armies of the 
king of France invading the French provinces of her state. 

The main thrust of the revolt against Burgundian supremacy was in the 
south Netherlands and especially Flanders, where the city of Ghent took the 
lead. Three weeks after her father’s death, Mary was forced to concede, 
under Flemish pressure, the celebrated Grand Privilége of 1477, a charter 
which gave the States General of the Burgundian Netherlands the right to 
gather on their own initiative whenever they saw fit and drastically curbed 
the power of the ruler to levy taxes, or gather troops, without the consent 
of the provinces.*? Constitutionally, there were definite affinities between the 
revolt of 1477 and the later great Revolt against Spain.” As in the. later 
revolt there was a marked tension between the general movement and 
attempts of the provinces to combine, through the States General—and the 
particularism of individual provinces. Flanders both took:the lead on behalf 
of the common cause and yet sought to reinforce her own provincial 
autonomy and, within her borders, the ascendancy of the principal ‘mem- 
bers’, especially the two leading cities of Ghent-and Bruges.*’ At the same 
time, Holland and Zeeland showed no desire to co-operate with Flanders 
and were only marginally involved in the dealings surrounding the. Grand 
Privilége. In fact, Holland’s revolt in 1477 against Burgundian rule. was 
simultaneously a reaction against Flanders and Brabant.: Holland ‘and 
Zeeland. shared Flanders’ desire to curb the authority of the Burgundian 
ruler, but showed no interest in a general charter, enhancing the‘role of the 
States General, in the south, and the leadership of Flanders. What. they 
wanted was a separate charter for Holland and Zeeland in particular.” 
Mary complied, in March 1477, issuing another ‘Great Privilege’ specific ‘to 
Holland and Zeeland, one of its principal provisions being the exclusion of 
‘strangers’—by which was chiefly meant Flemings and Brabanters—from 
administrative and judicial posts in Holland and Zeeland.*. The Flemish 
noble Lodewijk van Gruuthuse, who had been Stadholder of Holland and 
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Zeeland for fourteen years, was replaced with the Zeelander Wolfert van 
Borselen. It is noteworthy that Holland’s reaction against Burgundian rule 
in 1477 was tinged also with language particularism, the States of Holland 
and Zeeland insisting on using only Dutch rather than the French employed 
by the Burgundians and,: subsequently, the Habsburgs as the language of 
central administration.“ 


THE EARLY HABSBURG NETHERLANDS 


Mary married Maximilian of Habsburg (1459-1519) who, from the outset, 
strove to claw back the constitutional concessions yielded in 1477 to the 
States General and the provinces, including those conceded to Holland and 
Zeeland.* In this endeavour he enjoyed the backing of the great magnates, 
who continued to play as vital a role in the government of the Low 
Countries under the Habsburgs as they had under the Burgundians. After 
Mary’s death in 1482, they supported Maximilian’s regency, on behalf of his 
and Mary’s son, Philip I of Habsburg, against the opposition of Flanders. 
Also against the wishes of Flanders, they backed his policy of unrelenting 
conflict with France..When Maximilian temporarily returned to Austria in 
1486, he left the government of the Habsburg Netherlands in the hands of 
his trusted military commander, Albrecht of Saxony, and a council of state 
consisting of great: magnates noted for their loyalty to the Burgundian state 
and now.to the Habsburgs. These consisted. of leading Walloon nobles plus 
Engelbrecht II van Nassau (1451-1504), head of the House of Nassau in the 
Netherlands. 

After his return, Maximilian suffered reverses at the hands of the French 
king, Charles VIII, followed, in 1487, by a massive resumption of the revolt 
in Flanders. Instigated by Ghent, this new bout of rebellion won the backing 
of the guilds of Bruges, whose insurrection trapped Maximilian himself in 
their city. But even within Flanders, the revolt continued to pull in divergent 
directions, with the leading cities; Ghent and Bruges, each unwilling to 
submit to the leadership of the other. In contrast to Bruges, Ghent did not 
hesitate to conclude a formal alliance with France and admit a French 
garrison.*° 

Maximilian’s father, the Holy Roman Emperor Frederick III, sent in 
German troops to punish Ghent and Bruges, which initially served only to 
widen the revolt, rousing Brabant and the Hoek allies of the Flemish rebels 
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in Holland.-In Holland, the Hoek insurgents captured Rotterdam, Woerden, 
and Geertruidenberg. But by 1489, this wider revolt in the Netherlands 
against the Habsburgs had begun to falter. The assistance provided by the 
French proved half-hearted and inadequate. Co-operation between the main 
towns of Flanders and Brabant was minimal. One of Maximilian’s chief 
supporters, Jan, count of Egmond, who served as Stadholder of Holland 
and Zeeland for thirty years (1484-1515), starved Rotterdam into surrender 
in June 1489. Yet the rebellion dragged on for three years more, Ghent 
finally surrendering to Albrecht of Saxony in July 1492. All resistance ended 
at Sluis in October, except in Gelderland where Maximilian’s rival pretender 
to the duchy, Karel van Egmond—or Karel van. Gelre, as he became 
known—led an: anti-Habsburg rebellion in 1491, with French backing; 
which proved successful. The Gelderland towns and. lower nobility rallied 
behind ‘Duke’ Karel.“” Maximilian, enraged, but with his hands tied by his 
difficulties elsewhere, could only threaten the duchy with the ‘totale destruc- 
tion dudict pays’. Later, in 1504, his son Philip I launched: a- full-scale 
invasion of Gelderland, but failed to bring the duchy back under Habsburg 
sway. 

This great revolt, and the profound political crisis engulfing the Habsburg 
Netherlands in the years 1477-92, inevitably invite comparison with the 
more celebrated revolt against Habsburg rule in the Low Countries. during 
the reign of Philip II.4* There are some striking -parallels.. In both :great 
upheavals, Habsburg rulers, locked in rivalry with France and pursuing a 
wide-ranging European: policy, employed foreign troops and authoritarian 
methods in the Netherlands and, stepping up fiscal pressure, faced wide 
spread opposition from towns and sections of the nobility. In both cases, 
heavy taxation, alleged violation of privileges, use of foreign troops, and 
bureaucratic centralization figured among the chief causes of. the rebellion. 
Also, the point of rebelling, in both cases, was.to curb the power of :the 
Habsburg ruler and compel him to acknowledge constitutional-constraints 
designed to enhance the role of the States General and the provincial States. 
In both cases, there were also elements which aspired to break away from 
Habsburg rule altogether.” 

Yet there were also striking differences and it is these, undoubtedly, which 
explain why the Revolt of 1477-92 failed where the Revolt of .1572-90 
partially succeeded—despite the increased power of. the Habsburg state. 
Four major differences are evident. Of course, there was no Reformation. in 
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progress in the late fifteenth century and it was-perhaps this, more than any 
other factor, which hardened attitudes,'and prevented compromise, during 
the struggle of the 1570s:and 1580s. But, besides this, it is important to 
notice that there was no coherent political leadership, on the rebel side, in 
the Revolt of 1477-92, Flanders and Brabant both lacking internal unity, 
with their constituent cities and quarters often. working at cross purposes. 
By contrast, in the Revolt of 1572, until 1576, and again from.1584 onwards, 
Holland, owing: to the special circumstances of the past, was able to 
offer—and frequently impose—much more coherent leadership. Thirdly, in 
the revolt of 1477-92 the magnates were solidly behind the Habsburgs. Even 
in Gelderland, the titled lords, or bannerheren, as they were called, dissoci- 
ated themselves from the support lent to Duke Karel by the towns and lower 
nobility.© By contrast, in 1572 part of the higher nobility joined the revolt 
against the Habsburg ruler, Finally, in the earlier revolt the ruler, Maximil- 
ian, Was an active participant in the struggle, determined from the outset to 
negate the privileges and powers. conceded to the States General and 
provinces in 1477.°' In the later revolt, the Habsburg ruler, Maximilian’s 
great-grandson Philip.II, resided far away and was prone, intermittently, to 
give higher priority to other concerns. 

The obstacles to achieving political co-ordination within the States of 
Flanders, or of Brabant, the two dominant provinces in the south, need to 
be emphasized. For these, more than any other factor, made it not only 
difficult but seemingly impossible for provinces south of the rivers to build 
on the constitutionalism of 1477. Flanders, the richest and most populous 
province of the Habsburg Netherlands, was,. in reality, three separate 
entities; the chief cities—Ghent, Bruges and leper, each heading. its own 
quarter and exercising an unchallenged and unchallengeable supremacy 
within it—formed largely separate political and administrative blocks.” The 
towns dominated in the States of both Flanders and Brabant. Nevertheless, 
the growth of the Burgundian, and then the Habsburg, state had revived the 
power of the nobility, and to a lesser extent the great abbeys, especially in 
Brabant where nobility and clergy were sufficiently influential in the States 
to oppose the sway of the four ‘head towns’—Antwerp, Brussels, Leuven, 
and ’s-Hertogenbosch—on the rare occasions when these co-operated.*} The 
result was that the States of Brabant were an unwieldy body, almost 
permanently deadlocked.™ It was, thus, not so much provincial as quarter, 
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and civic, particularism: which pervaded the political, institutional, eco- 
nomic, and cultural life of the southern Netherlands. Even so, it is true that 
the Grand Privilége of 1477, though rapidly negated in practice, developed 
into a political myth of how things should be, which profoundly influenced 
the discourse and aspirations of the many opponents of Habsburg rule; 
especially in the south, throughout the sixteenth century.* 

‘Only the higher nobility could be relied on to disdain both quarter and 
provincial particularism. Consequently, Maximilian assiduously cultivated 
the magnates, as had his Burgundian predecessors. Nor could it have been 
otherwise. For in the fifteenth century not only did noblemen fill the great 
offices of state, and the stadholderates, but their relatives and client lesser 
nobles held most judicial and administrative posts in the countryside, as well 
as the office of schout (sheriff), charged with maintaining order and policing, 
in the towns. In addition, the leading nobles commanded the ruler’s army 
and their relatives were well represented among the upper echelons of the 
Church. In the fifteenth century, there was no other method of state-build- 
ing but in collaboration with the most powerful and wealthiest nobles. It 
was only later, in the sixteenth century, with the rise of humanism, that there 
were enough university-trained bureaucrats, jurists, and functionaries for 
the ruler to rely chiefly on this sector of society to staff his administrative 
apparatus. It was especially in the reign of Charles V that the Habsburg 
state in the Netherlands, while becoming more orderly and efficient, 
gradually dispensed with the services of the sons and grandsons of the men 
who were the chief backers of the Burgundians and Maximilian. 

Maximilian received thé call to return to Austria, to succeed his father as 
Holy Roman Emperor, in:August 1493. The gathering of the States General 
in that month set the seal on Maximilian’s success in the Low Countries. 
His now 15-year-old son, Philip, was proclaimed ruler of the Habsburg 
Netherlands. At the same time Maximilian achieved his aim of having the 
sweeping privileges granted by Mary, in 1477, declared void by the States 
General.’ Philip of Habsburg, at his inauguration, swore to uphold only 
those rights and privileges to which Philip the Good and Charles the Bold 
had sworn before him. | 

The accession of Philip was greeted with satisfaction by both nobles and 
patricians.** The magnates had supported Maximilian but had also been 
troubled by his Imperial commitments, domineering personality, and relent- 


5% Koenigsberger, ‘First und Generalstaaten’, 561-3, 579. 

* Jansen, ‘Bredase Nassaus’, 34-6. 

57 Blockmans and Van Herwaarden, ‘De Nederlanden van 1493 tot 1555’, 443. 
* Wellens, Etats Généraux, 237-8. 


On the Threshold of the Modern Era 33 


less rivalry with France, as well as his unabashed use of the resources of the 
Netherlands for purposes which had:little or.nothing to do with the 
provinces’ interests. Philip, unlike his father, was a Netherlander. He was 
also the son of the not unpopular Mary, last of the Burgundians. More 
important still, in the‘eyes of the magnates, he was an inexperienced: youth 
with no other recourse but to rule in conjunction with those nobles who had 
supported his father against Ghent and Bruges.* This, together with the fact 
that the French crown was now so deeply entangled in Italy as to cease to 
pose a threat to the Netherlands for an entire generation, rendered: the 
regime of Philip I (1493-1506) and the subsequent regency of Margaret of 
Austria (1506-15) a period of exceptional stability. and relative harmony in 
the-history of the Netherlands, especially in the south. 

Nevertheless, major stresses persisted. Within the Habsburg Netherlands 
there was a gradual strengthening of central authority in various spheres. A 
notable step was taken in 1504 with the re-establishment, at Mechelen, of 
the Great Council (Grote Raad) to serve as the supreme judicial organ of 
most of the Netherlands. As the necessary corollary of centralization, civic 
and quarter autonomy was slowly eroded. At the same time in the cities, 
especially of Flanders, the influence of the guilds, which had formed the 
backbone of. the'revolt against Maximilian, was weakened as the patrician 
élites, with the encouragement of central government, strengthened their 
grip on civic administration. 

But north of the rivers the chief tension was between the Habsburg and 
non-Habsburg Netherlands. The repulse of Philip’s forces from Gelderland, 
in 1504-5, signalled the start of a reaction against both the Habsburgs and 
Holland, which was to grow and destabilize the northern Netherlands for 
several decades.© Besides Gelderland, a major focus of conflict was Fries- 
land, where in 1498 Philip named Albrecht of Saxony (as part of his‘reward 
for reducing Flanders) his delegate ruler: of the province—with the support 
of the Frisian Schieringers. Maximilian ‘made Albrecht a vassal of the 
Empire in this capacity. 

Albrecht subjugated Friesland and, on ‘his death in 1500, was.succeeded 
by his son Georg, who began centralizing the Frisian provincial administra- 
tion, establishing a provincial high court or Hof, along the lines of that. of 
Holland and Zeeland.” But Georg faced fierce Vetkoper resistance, encour- 
aged by the city of Groningen. In the years: 1505-6, when his. master, Philip 
of Habsburg, failed to subjugate Gelderland, Georg was repulsed from 
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Groningen: He was beaten off again.in 1514.-To defeat him, Groningen 
turned for help to Duke Karel of Gelderland, who from this point emerged 
as the leader of the anti-Habsburg reaction in the north. Karel not only 
backed Groningen but invaded Friesland, in alliance with the Vetkopers. 
Gelderlanders and Vetkopers captured Sneek and Bolswaard, effectively 
ending Habsburg authority in most of Friesland and the Ommelands.” 
Georg retained Leeuwarden but, concluding that his position was hopeless, 
surrendered his rights over Friesland and Groningen to his new master 
Charles (whose father Philip had died in Spain), later the Emperor 
Charles V. 

The young Charles of Luxemburg (as he was then known) was proclaimed 
ruler of the Habsburg Netherlands before the States General, at Brussels, in 
January 1515. He was inaugurated as duke of Brabant in the traditional 
manner,.at Leuven, .and then grandly visited Antwerp, Mechelen, ’s- 
Hertogenbosch, Breda, Bergen-op-Zoom, Namur, Ghent, and Bruges. The 
new ruler’s-most urgent initial task was to check the crumbling of Habsburg 
authority in large areas north of the rivers. Using Holland’s resources, an 
army was assembled to reduce Friesland and Groningen to obedience. 
Floris van Egmond, count of Buren and Leerdam, was appointed comman- 
der and ‘Stadholder of Friesland’. The operation resulted in the recapture 
of parts of Friesland, but the Vetkopers and Gelderlanders fought tenacious- 
ly, with widespread support, holding the countryside as well as Sneek and 
Bolsward. The invasion ended in stalemate, to the dismay of Amsterdam 
and the West Frisian ports. For continued Frisian resistance meant that the 
Zuider Zee and Holland’s sea-lanes would remain unsafe. Over the winter 
of 1515-16, Holland’s shipping was seriously disrupted by armed Frisian 
vessels. 

At the commencement of Charles V’s reign the Netherlands was thus at 
a crucial juncture. The south was relatively stable under the future Emperor, 
but the north deep in turmoil. The prospect of the union of all the 
Netherlands above the rivers under Habsburg rule had come closer and it 
was emphatically in Holland’s interest to welcome it.®S For the anti-Habs- 
burg (and anti-Holland) insurgency: in Friesland, Groningen, Gelderland, 
and_ soon also Utrecht, was severely disrupting both sea, and inland river, 
traffic. Yet Charles, distracted by other commitments.and (on the death of 
his maternal grandfather, Ferdinand of Aragon, in 1516) his succession to 
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the Spanish throne, could give the north Netherlands neither the attention, 
nor the resources needed to bring the instability to an early end. In effect, 
Charles left it to his northern Stadholders, and the States of Holland, to find 
a solution to the north Netherlands conundrum. 


THE INSTITUTIONS OF THE HABSBURG NETHERLANDS 


Charles V left via Flushing for Spain, to claim his Spanish inheritance, in 
September 1517. The Habsburg. Netherlands was, for the second time, 
placed under the regency of his aunt, Philip of Habsburg’s sister, Margaret 
of Austria, a regency which lasted thirteen years (1517-30). The interlude 
was significant: for her style of government which, from this point on, 
diverged fundamentally from past practice. Her attitude was strongly 
dynastic, and authoritarian, and showed little inclination to cultivate either 
the provincial States or the high nobility. Her personal advisers were 
mainly foreigners, such as Mercurino di Gattinara and Nicholas Perrenot, 
father of the future Cardinal Granvelle, an official from the Franche-Comté. 
Ignoring most of the high nobility, including Hendrik III, count of Nassau 
(1483-1538), the only magnate for whom she showed any regard was 
Antoine de Lalaing, count of Hoogstraten. 

The coolness between Margaret and the high nobility reached such a point 
that in 1524 a group of them sent a petition to Charles in Spain, complain- 
ing that, when they went to see her, she kept them waiting and would not 
discuss major matters with them. Charles wrote to his aunt from Valladolid, 
urging her to mend her ways in this respect, show the nobility more regard, 
and always consult the counts of Nassau and Buren, as well as Lalaing, 
before taking key decisons. 

It was not until he returned in person, and spent most of 1531 in Brussels, 
that Charles left his own stamp on the government of the Habsburg 
Netherlands. During that year, he gave most of his attention to reorganiz- 
ing, and strengthening, the administration of the Low Countries. Margaret 
having died, he chose as regent his sister, Mary of Hungary (1531-40), 
deliberately choosing an inexperienced figurehead, with little knowledge of 
the Netherlands, forbidding her to bring her Viennese favourites with her. 
Charles intended that she should rely on, and leave the main decisions to, 
his trusted officials. 

The Emperor set up three new central institutions in 1531—a rather grand 
formal body called the “Council of State’, a reorganized council of finance, 
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and a Secret Council. These were the so-called Collateral Councils at 
Brussels, which were to survive, roughly in the same form, at the head of 
the administration of the Habsburg Netherlands down to 1788. Officially, 
the Council of State was the most important of these organs and this was 
the forum of the principal seigneurs. It consisted of twelve members, most 
of whom were southern magnates, plus its presiding figure, Jean Carondolet, 
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archbishop of Palermo, a jurist and churchman. The Secret Council, on the 
other hand, contained:no magnates and was staffed by professional bureau- 
crats and jurists who had. risen. to the head of. the administration.® Charles 
was trying to reconcile the status and aspirations of the great magnates with 
the new reality that power lay partly in the hands of professional bureau- 
crats, some of whom were foreigners. By formalizing two chains of authority 
and patronage, he hoped.to accommodate both and minimize friction.® 

The chief representatives of the Habsburg ruler, in the provinces, were the 
provincial governors, or Stadholders. Only Brabant.and Mechelen, close to 
the court.in Brussels, had:no governor. The other provinces were grouped 
under Stadholders who were invariably chosen from among the leading 
nobles. Thus, Zeeland, and (from 1528) Utrecht, had the same stadholder 
as Holland, while Flanders, Walloon Flanders, and Artois tended to be 
grouped together, as, later, were Friesland, Groningen, Drenthe, and 
Overijssel. Grandest of Charles’ Stadholders was Hendrik of Nassau’s son 
who became known as René de Chalons (1519-44), on inheriting the 
principality of Orange (in southern France); René succeeded his father in. 
the Nassau possessions in the Netherlands in 1538. Born at-Breda, a Knight 
of the Golden Fleece, from the age of 12, this first of the Nassau line to bear 
the title “Prince of Orange’, uncle and predecessor in the title to William the 
Silent, was appointed Stadholder of Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht, in 1540, 
to which was~added, after its conquest in 1543, the stadholderate of 
Gelderland. The following year, besieging a town in France, he was killed 
by a cannon-ball. 

Charles saw the danger of alienating the nobility. But his Stadholders 
were absent from their provinces much of the time and incapable of closely 
supervising the fiscal and judicial administration, lacking the time, training, 
and inclination. Thus, pruning the role in administration not only of the 
Stadholders but of the nobility generally: was an inherent process which 
acquired a logic of its own and continued under Mary, as it had under 
Margaret.” It was inevitable that the Collateral Councils, in Brussels, and 
the Grote Raad (Great Council) at Mechelen, the highest court. of the 
Habsburg Netherlands, should work, in their relations with individual 
provinces, less with the staff of the Stadholders than through the permanent 
judicial administration. Thus, increasingly, the key connection in adminis- 
tering the Habsburg Netherlands was that between central councils and 
provincial high courts, which steadily expanded their political and fiscal as 
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well as judicial functions. At the close of the fifteenth century, most of the 
councillors of these high courts, including those of the Hof of Holland 
(which also had responsibility for Zeeland), were still noblemen. But, during 
the first half of the sixteenth century, the role of nobles in provincial 
administration diminished, as central government found more university- 
trained jurists to. fill these posts and, with the growing complexity of 
administration, needed their greater expertise, diligence, and regular work 
habits. In 1520,-six of the thirteen councillors of the Hof of Holland were 
still nobles; by 1572, the number of nobles had fallen to two or: three.”' 

In the past, the nobility had predominated also in filling the main offices 
in the rural districts and ‘quarters’. There was much variation as to 
the names of these officers and the extent of their jurisdictions. But.in.all the 
provinces they were a vital element in the administrative process. In 
the north, where they were mostly called baljuws or drosten, they were the 
crucial: link between the provincial high courts and countryside, small 
towns, and villages, and, in the low-lying areas, they also presided over the 
hoogheemraadschappen, the regional dike and drainage boards. They were 
appointed in Brussels and were, above all, the representatives, at district 
level, of the Habsburg ruler, charged with publishing, and enforcing, royal 
placards, maintaining order, and supervising the conduct. of civil and 
criminal justice as well as taxation. In some cases, they were also governors 
of royal fortresses. In all, there were sixteen baljuws and drosten in Holland. 

While those rural magistrates who also had responsibility for a royal 
castle continued to be nobles, most of the rest, lacking military responsi- 
bilities, including most baljuws in Holland and Zeeland, gradually ceased to 
be nobles. In 1530, non-military district magistrates in Holland were about 
half and half noble and non-noble.” By 1570, nearly all the non-military 
baljuws of Holland were.non-nobles. Under the baljuws, in the rural districts 
-of Holland and also in the main towns (which were outside the jurisdiction 
of the baljuws), was a lower officer, the schout, representing the ruler and in 
charge of policing activities. Here again, there was a marked tendency, 
under Charles V, for non-nobles.to replace nobles.’ 

The chief element in the administration of the towns was the city council, 
the raad, or vroedschap as it was called in Holland and Zeeland, headed by 
the burgomasters. Civic: government and magistracies remained in the hands 
of patrician regents, just as before. Nevertheless, they too were affected in 
many ways by the growth of central government and changes in provincial 
government, finding themselves subjected not only to mounting fiscal 
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pressure, especially after 1540, but to progressively closer supervision than 
in the-past both from central councils and, especially, the provincial high 
courts—whose senior officials were appointed in Brussels. 

Finally, there were the provincial States and States General. Despite the 
progress of bureaucratization and centralization under Charles V, a consid- 
erable measure of autonomy remained: vested: in the provincial States. 
Indeed, paradoxical though it may seem, centralization proceeded hand in 
hand with the strengthening of the provincial States.“ Locked in conflict 
with France, the Habsburg rulers, especially from 1542 onwards, urgently 
needed more revenue in the Netherlands, and, lacking direct control over 
the fiscal machinery at provincial and civic level, found they could best 
boost taxation by delegating the task to the provincial assemblies and cities, 
thereby enabling them to expand their administrative functions and finan- 
cial operations. Seeing the fate of Ghent which rebelled against the Em- 
peror’s authority in 1539-40 and was punished by losing its privileges, towns 
and provinces, on the whole, preferred to co-operate rather than resist. 
Thus, the States gained in institutional strength but largely by becoming 
accomplices of the regime in raising more money for the ruler, in both town 
and countryside. Charles V’s revenues in the Netherlands roughly quin- 
tupled during his reign, over a period in which prices only slightly more than 
doubled. 

It was otherwise with the States General. Philip the Good’s original 
purpose in creating the States General had been to simplify the process of 
putting fiscal demands to his subjects, and to further the cohesion of the 
Netherlands not least by stabilizing, and co-ordinating the provincial 
currencies.’> But under the Habsburgs central government found that it was 
through the provincial States that it could most effectively demand, and 
increase, revenue and, in Maximilian’s case, also manipulate the coinage. 
Furthermore, Maximilian relentlessly opposed the wider powers conceded 
to the States General in 1477 (and again in 1488), and especially the 
principle that they be allowed to gather as of right, each year, in a town of 
Flanders, Brabant, or Hainault. Between 1488 and 1559 the States General 
met irregularly but nevertheless relatively frequently, on average twice per 
year. Often the States General were convened merely as a method of 
communicating rapidly with all the main provincial States at once. In the 
matter of the government’s financial requirements it was usual to put 
a ‘general proposition’ to the States General followed by a ‘particular 
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proposition’ to each of the provincial delegations, as: far as possible 
preventing the States General discussing either the ruler’s needs, or the 
respective contributions of the provinces, in plenary sessions.” The privi- 
leges granted in 1477 having been annulled, the States General met only 
when summoned by the ruler. 

All considered, the Habsburg Netherlands in the middle of the sixteenth 
century presented an imposing spectacle in which an assortment of thriving 
provinces, prosperous, densely populated, crowded with impressive walled 
cities, and presided over by acquiescent assemblies, were to all appearances 
being successfully-welded-into a viable and coherent whole with the support 
of both the magnates and the new élite of humanist-trained career bureau- 
crats. The commercial, financial, and industrial heart of northern Europe 
and, in the conditions of sixteenth-century warfare, an admirable strategic 
base, the Netherlands seemed a formidable adjunct to Habsburg primacy in 
Europe and the world more generally. 


7 Maddens, ‘Invoering’, 348-54; Tracy, A Financial Revolution, 35. 


3 


Humanism and the Origins of the 
Reformation, 1470-1520 


e 


he rise of north European Christian humanism, one of the most crucial 

cultural shifts in western history, began in the Netherlands in the 1470s 
and 1480s, in the relatively remote north-eastern provinces of Overijssel and 
Groningen. It may seem odd that a cultural development of such signific- 
ance for all Europe should have originated in a locality which, at the time, 
was becoming a backwater both economically and politically. But the 
ground for this great upheaval in thought and piety had been prepared in 
precisely this area by devotional and educational developments reaching far 
back into the medieval past. 

This preparation was the achievement of the Devotio Moderna, or 
‘Modern Devotion’, an uncontroversial religious and educational movement 
originating in the teachings of a devout burgher, Geert Groote, at Deventer 
and its environs during the late fourteenth century.’ The movement de- 
veloped in both the civic context and monasteries, and rapidly gained 
impetus, exerting its greatest influence in the middle of the fifteenth century, 
under Philip the Good, a time of relative peace and stability when Deventer 
and the other IJssel cities still exerted a considerable economic and cultural 
influence over the Rhineland and Westphalia, as well as the north Nether- 
lands. The special emphasis which the Devotio placed on the improvement, 
and spread, of schools, and establishing libraries, flowed from the capacity, 
created by the thriving trade of the IJssel cities, to provide resources, for 
more teachers, schools, and books. Though the movement permeated much 
of the Netherlands, as well as Westphalia, it continued to be centred. on 
Deventer, Zwolle, Kampen, and also Groningen. . 

The key distinguishing feature of the Devotio: Moderna, as a spiritual 
movement, was its stress on the inner development of the individual. The 
Devotio did not concern itself much with questions of dogma, or Church 
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organization, and in the main avoided arousing the disapproval of the 
Papacy and Church hierarchy,’ though some of its later luminaries, notably 
Wessel Gansfort (1419-89), a Dutch theologian whose writings influenced 
Luther, did eventually come under suspicion of heresy. Much the most 
famous book produced by the Devotio was the De Imitatione Christi 
(Imitation of Christ) of. Thomas 4 Kempis (c.1379-1471), a work which 
circulated widely in the Netherlands first in manuscript and then, following 
the first edition in 1473, as a printed book. Thomas 4 Kempis expressed the 
essential message of the movement, stressing the significance of the inner life 
of the individual: ‘the man who knows how to walk the road of the inward 
life, and set little store by things outside of himself, has no need of special 
places, nor set times, to perform his exercises of devotion’.> By separating 
the essentials of the Christian life from what society does, and the doings of 
the Church, staking all on the individual’s inner absorption in‘Christ, the 
Devotio helped pave the way for the later philosophia Christi of Agricola and 
Erasmus, and devotional ideals of the Reformers of the 1520s. Thomas 
made a lasting impression on the culture of the Netherlands and more than 
any other figure of the Dutch-speaking lands of the Middle Ages remained 
an inspiration for the Dutch Reformed Church of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, even among its most rigidly Calvinist spokesmen.* 
But, if the Devotio helped prepare the ground, it was not a forerunnér of 
Christian humanism.’ Unlike Christian humanism, and the Reformation, 
the Devotio did not (expressly) reject conventional religious forms, or 
criticize aspects of the contemporary Church and its theologians. Where 
Christian humanism rejected scholastic theology, and the Reformation 
broke new theological ground, the Devotio was almost reverential towards 
the theology of its time. Where the later movements rejected monasticism, 
‘the monastic ideal remained integral to the Devotio’s concerns. Yet there can 
be no denying the profound influence of the Devotio on the developments 
which came later.* The emphasis on literacy, and schooling, and removing 
the spiritual life of the individual from outward, formal religion, paved the 
way for the spiritual upheaval which was to follow, the linkage being 
reflected in the emergence, and early flourishing, of Christian humanism in 
the northi-east Netherlands, the heartland of the former Devotio Moderna.’ 
‘Gansfort, after his return to the Netherlands in 1475, worked successively 
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at Zwolle, Deventer, and Groningen, and served as a living bridge between 
the two movements. Educated by the ‘Devotio in Groningen, his native town, 
and Zwolle, he was.a prominent participant in the ‘academy’ which met in 
the 1470s and 1480s at the famous Cistercian: Abbey of Aduard, north of 
Groningen, a group which combined intensive: Bible study, in the tradition 
of the Devotio, with cultivating the humanist techniques of exegesis intro- 
duced by Agricola.* He linked the two strands, moreover, in Bible studies 
where he was.a major forerunner of Christian humanism.?® 

Rudolph Agricola, the illegitimate son of the provost of Baflo, one of the 
six principal churches of the Ommelands, was educated by the Devotio at 
Groningen, and spent many years in the north-east Netherlands before 
leaving for Italy. On returning to the Netherlands in 1479, he was a famous 
man, renowned at the Burgundian court in Brussels, in educational circles 
throughout the Netherlands and Germany, and beyond. Among jobs he was 
offered was that of rector. of the Latin school at Antwerp. But while 
complaining of the coarseness, and lack of culture, at Groningen, he felt tied 
to the north-east by family and other bonds and spent his remaining years 
(when his influence was at its: height) mostly in that area.'° He was the 
founding father of northern European humanism not only in being the first 
to master, practise, and spread bonae litterae, the methods of Italian 
humanist: exegesis, but also in the sense that he became a key role model, 
inspiring others to immerse themselves in classical. Latin, the new critical 
philology,..and .Greek studies."' After his death, his renown grew further 
through the several published accounts of his life which appeared. He was 
revered not only by the next generation of Dutch and German humanists 
but also by the third, not least Erasmus, who readily acknowledged Agricola 
as the fons et origo of northern humanism and his own great debt to him. 
On one occasion, at the Latin school at Deventer in 1484, the young 
Erasmus heard Agricola lecture. The Abbey of Aduard (Adwert), where the 
abbot, Hendrik van Rees, convened the circle in which Agricola and his 
followers—Alexander Hegius, Anthonius Liber (de Vrije), and Rudolph von 
Langen, as well as Gansfort and other scholars—participated; contributed 
much to propagating the new scholarly techniques which Agricola had 
brought back from Italy. But in the early period, before 1490, the prime 
channel by which Christian humanism pervaded the cultural life of the Low 
Countries was through the civic, or ‘Latin’, schools, especially those 
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strongly influenced by the Devotio, located in the north-eastern Nether- 
lands." Agricola’s leading disciple, Alexander. Hegius, was rector of. the 
Latin school of Deventer in the years 1483-93; the school (attended by 
Thomas a Kempis back in the 1390s) renowned throughout the north-east- 
erm Netherlands and Westphalia, which now became the seed-ground of 
Dutch humanism. Erasmus (c. 1466-1536) attended this school in the years 
1475-84.and was thus still at Deventer when Hegius arrived and introduced 
the new methods for which he became celebrated, including the Greek 
studies which he had imbibed from Agricola."? Until around 1500 Deventer 
was also the leading centre of humanist printing in northern Europe, 
producing more Greek editions than Paris and an imposing series of-editions 
of classical Latin authors.'4 

Dutch humanism arose in the 1470s and 1480s at Deventer, Zwolle, 
Groningen, Kampen (where Liber became town secretary in 1485) and 
nearby locations. Ftom.the outset it represented a fusion of Italian humanist 
scholarly methods with Christian spiritual ideals nurtured by the traditions 
of the Devotio. Agricola opened the way for Erasmus,.his De Formando 
Studio (1484) already using the term philosophia Christi.'5 It was. only 
gradually, after 1490, that the new humanism penetrated Holland, Brabant, 
and Flanders, with a crucial intermediary role still being played by adherents 
of the Devotio. The young Erasmus carried his optimism that the ‘dark ages’ 
were ending from the Devotio school where he completed his schooling, at 
*s-Hertogenbosch, ‘to the monastery where he began his career as.a human- 
ist, at Steyn near Gouda, in 1489. He stayed in Holland until 1493. His chief 
ally in. Holland was Cornelius Aurelius (c.1460-1531), a Gouda monk who 
spent his adult life in Augustinian monasteries steeped in Thomas 4 Kempis 
and the non-scholastic, non-speculative spirituality of the Devotio; but who, 
at the same time, helped pioneer the introduction of humanist studies in 
Holland, and who later was the foremost creator of the myth that the 
ancient Batavians, eulogized by Tacitus,:were the forebears of the Hollan- 
ders.'® Like Erasmus, Aurelius venerated the memory of Agricola. 

The beginnings were slow. But after 1490 Dutch humanism rapidly gained 
momentum. Fanning out from the Overijssel towns and Groningen, bonae 
litterae spread during the’ 1490s into all the leading Latin schools of 
Holland, Brabant, and Flanders including such key centres as Gouda, 
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Alkmaar, ’s-Hertogenbosch, Ghent,. and Antwerp. A -growing band. of 
humanist schoolmasters threw themselves into the task of propagating the 
new studies, and nurturing classical Latin and Greek, likening themselves to 
an army storming some detested citadel, vehemently hostile to scholasticism 
and the teaching methods—as well as barbarous Latin—of the past.'’ In this 
respect Erasmus, a zealot filled with a vision of Christendom as an arena in 
which two mutually exclusive worlds of study, and culture, battled for 
supremacy, was: a typical rather than exceptional figure. The towering 
greatness of Erasmus, as a thinker and innovator, lay less in his mastery of 
humanist techniques—though certainly in critical exegesis, he surpassed 
most contemporaries—than in the integrated Weltanschauung he forged by 
combining the new scholarly apparatus with:a more systematic articulation 
of, and stronger commitment to, the moralistic Christian philosophy stem- 
ming from the traditions of the Devotio as modified by the early humanists. 

Christian humanism in its fully-fledged Erasmian form was more than just 
a revolution in studies and secular culture: it was a revolution in religious 
thought, piety, philosophy, and art."* The distancing of the individual from 
fixed patterns of devotion, and the self-immersion in Scripture, commenced 
before Erasmus. But it was Erasmus who brought out the full implications 
of philosophia Christi, propagating a fresh vision of Christian truth infused 
with a powerful spiritual yearning and iconoclastic zeal which, combined 
with his personal timidity, produced a refined, intellectualized zealotry at 
times of startling intensity. In Erasmus’ eyes, humanist scholarship lacked 
validity unless it led to a deepening, and purification, of the scholar’s 
commitment to Christ. Bonae litterae in Erasmus’ philosophy were merely 
beguiling, worthless, indeed dangerous, unless infused with a thirst for 
Christian truth, as defined by humanists such as himself, in non-speculative, 
moralistic terms. Thus, for Erasmus, the new age dawning with the onset of 
humanism was simultaneously a time of exhilaration and unprecedented 
spiritual danger. In Erasmus’ world-view, contemporary Christendom was 
confronted with three great perils which it was the responsibility of scholars 
to guard society against.'? First, as his three-year stay in Italy (1506—9) 
taught him, preoccupation with classical antiquity and literature was cap- 
able of degenerating into a modern paganism (by which Erasmus meant a 
secular spirit inspired by classical pagan ideals), a tendency he viewed with 
abhorrence as a disastrous diversion from Christ. Secondly, there was 
‘Judaism’, by which he meant something wider and more far-reaching than 
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actual Jews:and Judaism. For Erasmus, ‘Jewish’. influence and ‘Judaism’ 
meant the prevalence of ceremony, ritual, and legalism, a subverting of true 
piety, and diversion from Christ, through outward show and adherence to 
form. Erasmus’ passionate polemic against ‘Judaism’ was not anti-Semitism 
in any conventional sense.”° But he does see actual. Jews and Judaism as: the 
core of the wider ‘Judaism’, religion based on dogma, and ritual, which he 
condemned and regarded as a more imminent menace to Christendom than 
paganism. Finally, the third peril was the threat of schism, with all the 
catastrophic effects that would follow, through disruption of society and 
civil war. 

All of Erasmus’ output, including the Praise of Folly (1511), is saturated 
with his philosophy of Christ.” But his message is stated with particular 
directness in the Enchiridion (1503) and two explanatory tracts, the Paracel- 
sis and the Methodus, introducing his scholarly edition of the New Testa- 
ment published at Basel, in 1516.77 He urges the individual to model his, or 
her, life on the example of Christ, and commune directly with Christ, 
stripping away the whole facade of false piety—images, cult of saints, 
pilgrimages, fasting, empty recital of prayers in Latin (which most people 
do not understand), and preoccupation with ceremony. and ritual in all 
guises.23 No sacrament, status, or condition could confer salvation or 
sanctity. He denied that the monastic ideal in itself had any value, though 
he tactfully maintained that he was neutral rather than positively hostile to 
monasticism.” In short, Erasmus set up that stark duality between ‘true 
Christianity’ and false religion (assuring his readers that most practice in 
contemporary Christendom was of the latter variety) which lies at the centre 
of his religious thought and at the root of the Reformation. 

A striking feature.of Erasmus’ philosophy of Christ is its idealization of 
the (literate) individual. The individual carries the responsibility of finding 
Christ and shaping the Christian content of his or her life, a content 
essentially human, worldly, and moralistic. His philosophy revolves around 
this. Certainly Erasmus had to make some concessions to the ignorance and 
illiteracy which were the lot of most inhabitants of Christian lands. With 
regard to the cult of saints, for example, he was more inclined to view 
leniently those that venerated saints ‘with a simple and childish sort of 
superstition’, even though, according to him, such reverence had little 
Spiritual value, than the monks and priests who encouraged such veneration, 
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exploiting superstition for worldly ends, dispensing: ‘sweet. benedictions’.*® 
Whether he considered all, or:only some, of the clergy to be guilty of gross 
betrayal of Christ he preferred not to say. The literate individual must 
immerse himself in the sacred texts and in the Fathers, seeking guidance 
from those whose knowledge best fitted them to expound these texts. The 
true theologian must not set himself up over the layman, seeking to blind 
him with. dry dogma and technical jargon which can only divert attention 
from Christ’s truth.” One of the main justifications for humanist studies 
according to Erasmus is that they illumine the Gospel and. stimulate the 
seeker after Christ in that, as he put it at the end of the Enchiridion, such 
erudition ‘adorns the Lord’s temple with literary richness’. | 

During the three decades between 1490 and 1520 Christian humanism 
made great strides in the Low Countries, more so than in any other part of 
northern Europe. Humanism captured the Latin schools, found many 
adherents in civic government, and generally exerted an immense influence 
over education, culture, and religious sensibility. Nevertheless, as Erasmus 
noted, the defenders of scholastic theology, monasticism, and ‘superstition’ 
remained both stubborn and powerful.” The cultural and religious edifice 
of the past, buttressed by power and privilege, was too strong simply to be 
swept aside. It was shaken; but did not collapse. In historical perspective 
this is, indeed, scarcely surprising. For the Low Countries. of the late 
fifteenth century, in which humanism made such rapid strides, was, at the 
same time, a cultural world in which scholastic theology and monasticism 
still flourished, cults of saints proliferated, religious art emphasized the great 
sacramental moments, and popular enthusiasm for pilgrimages to Rome 
and the Holy Land was at its zenith.” Passionate absorption in Christ 
Crucified, the Virgin, and the saints infused both popular piety and religious 
art. Aside from Hieronymus Bosch, most of the great masters of the later 
fifteenth century in the Netherlands continued the artistic traditions of Jan 
van Eyck and Rogier van der Weyden, depicting a world of sacred 
happenings, pious gestures, angels’ wings, and haloes. Like Bouts, Memling, 
and Hugo van der Goes in Brabant and Flanders, the group of painters led 
by Geertgen tot Sint Jans who gathered at Haarlem, the first important 
centre of painting in the north Netherlands, represented a world pervaded 
with a sensuous sacramental religiosity.” 
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During the early sixteenth century the fundamental duality, the clash of 
worlds; which characterized learning extended to all religious sensibility and 
also to-art.°° Some masters such as Gerard David and Quentin Massys 
‘persisted with a late Gothic, sacramental style of religious art down to, and 
beyond, the 1520s. But, by then, a rapid transformation was under way. The 
three leading painters of the north Netherlands of the early and mid- 
‘sixteenth century—Lucas van ‘Leyden (1494-1533), Jan van Scorel (1495- 
1562), and Maarten van Heemskerck (1498-1574)—all reacted: strongly 
against .the styles of the fifteenth century. Sacred scenes of annunciation, 
crucifixion, resurrection, and the Virgin and Child, scenes basic to the old 
art, receded to the margins." In their place came an assortment of biblical 
anecdotes represented in a worldly, moralizing way as if scenes of classical 
history and mythology.’ 

Conscious of being radical innovators, transforming art, Van Leyden and 
‘Van Scorel were as much humanists, albeit humanists of the brush, as were 
the humanists of the pen. Van Scorel, a canon of Utrecht cathedral, who in 
his youth made the pilgrimage to Jerusalem, regarded himself as the 
‘foremost transmitter of Italian Renaissance techniques and aesthetic ideals 
to the art studios of the Netherlands.” He sought unity of composition, 
introduced radically new colour schemes, and, like Erasmus in the moral 
and religious sphere, idealized the individual, transforming the devotional 
picture into a ‘history piece’ in the grand manner. Van Leyden’s style was 
influenced more by Diirer and the German Renaissance than the Italian, but 
otherwise what is true of Van Scorel is true also of him. He was the first 
Dutch artist to draw frequent inspiration from the Old Testament, which 
provided him with many stories and anecdotes. Van Leyden’s innovations 
began in the second decade of the century. Van Scorel returned to the 
Netherlands from Italy in the mid-1520s. 

Although, initially, Erasmus tentatively supported the Lutheran Reforma- 
tion, there was from the first a deep ambivalence in his attitude to Luther. 
This arose partly from Erasmus’ horror of conflict and schism, partly from 

_ the fact that, in the years 1516-21 when the Reformation began, Erasmus 
was residing in the Netherlands where the power of the Emperor Charles V, 
and the Church, to combat the Lutherans was more formidable than in 
Germany, and partly from unease at the implications of the uproar, over 
Luther, for humanist studies. Erasmus always disliked Luther’s abrasive 
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tone and combative style.*. Luther: for his part harboured strong: reserva- 
tions about Erasmus, recognizing from the outset that the great humanist’s 
religious thought had more to.do with the: human and worldly than the 
divine.25 Nevertheless, until 1524, both Erasmus and Luther kept their 
doubts about the other private, Luther and his .adherents::hoping that 
Erasmus would come out openly in their support, Erasmus secretly suppor- 
ting Luther’s attack on the Church and its shortcomings, and, in 1521, 
publicly attacking monasticism. ie 

Erasmus had his reservations about Luther. But still less was he a friend 
of the contemporary Church. What troubled Erasmus, about the Reforma- 
tion was not the attack on the Church, or-the Papacy per se, but his fear 
that Luther’s revolt -would. provide those in the Church who opposed 
Erasmus with the opportunity to mobilize Church, Papacy, and Europe’s 
rulers against humanist studies. He dreaded being linked to Luther because 
of the likelihood that. Luther would be defeated, dragging himself and 
humanism down with him. Again and again Erasmus returned to this theme 
in his letters. In September 1520, he wrote of his fears to Gerard Gelden- 
hauer, chaplain of the bishop of Utrecht, a humanist from Nijmegen: ‘I am 
filled with foreboding about that wretched Luther; the conspiracy against 
him is strong everywhere and everywhere the ruling princes are being 
provoked against him’.>° He predicted, should Luther’s enemies win, that 
‘they will not rest until they have overthrown all study of [ancient] languages 
and all liberal studies’. Ina letter to Nicholas Everaerts, a humanist and 
senior judicial functionary at The Hague, in February 1521, Erasmus 
exclaimed, ‘What a burden of unpopularity Luther is heaping on humanist 
studies and.on true Christianity!’?’ In another letter to Everaerts, a month 
later, he accused Luther of provoking ‘great hostility to Reuchlin, greater 
still to me, and what is worse, to liberal studies’.2* In yet another letter to 
Everaerts, he sighed that humanism was ‘threatened with extinction by the 
Luther business’. | 

Erasmus’ fears were by no means without justification. Luther’s critique 
of the Church provoked uproar in the Netherlands, especially in Holland, 
where early support for Luther was strong. After a disturbance at Dordrecht 
in 1520, a Dominican doctor of divinity who had preached against Luther 
and been attacked by an angry crowd blamed Erasmus for the outbreak. 
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This friar, Erasmus wrote to the rector :magnificus of Leuven university, 
‘lays the uproar:in Holland at.my door because, after a most foolish sermon 
that he preached there, he was. nearly stoned by the. crowd, while. I. have 
never written to any Hollander either for Luther or against him’. Erasmus; 
now at the peak of his European fame, enjoyed a vast influence with the 
educated élite of the Netherlands and not least the regents, jurists, and 
officials of Holland. At The Hague, according to a letter written to Erasmus 
in November 1519, all important and educated people continually extolled 
Erasmus and read his work.*' But by 1520 Erasmus’ fame was inextricably 
linked to the phenomenon of Luther: another letter written at The Hague 
at this time reported that ‘Luther . . . is in high favour here’. The leaders 
of Erasmian humanism at Delft, in the 1520s, were precisely those most 
interested in the cause of religious reform.” 

Erasmus’ relations with the University of Leuven; and leading Church 
spokesmen in the Netherlands, uneasy since the publication of his critical 
New Testament in 1516, had-by 1520 become exceedingly tense.“ Leuven, 
a university which then had some 3,000 students and, after Paris, was the 
second largest, and most important, in Europe, was a flourishing centre of 
humanist studies and printing. Erasmus had laboured hard to promote the 
famous Collegium Trilingue set up in 1517 as a focus for Greek, Latin, and 
Hebrew studies. But his biblical exegesis and textual scholarship, and thus 
the College, were becoming increasingly controversial within the university, 
and theological circles throughout the Low Countries. By 1519 it was 
apparent just how far Erasmus had diverged from the Vulgate, how 
impatient he was of scholarly criticism, and how far-reaching the implica- 
tions of his biblical commentaries were.‘5 The academic tone of the 
controversy of 1516-19 gave way to something altogether more virulent. 
The advent of Luther enabled the conservatives to cite the Reformation as 
proof of the dangers of Erasmus’ approach and agitate against him in 
princely and episcopal courts—and in Rome. 

By 1520 the increasingly harsh official onslaught against Luther in the 
Netherlands was beginning to spill over against Erasmus also.‘° The 
Dominican theologian attacked by a pro-Luther crowd at Dordrecht 
remarked: “Luther is pestilential, but Erasmus more so, for Luther sucked 
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all his poison from Erasmus’ teats’.‘” Erasmus’ refusal to condemn Luther, 
given the feverish atmosphere now prevailing in the Netherlands, could only 
be seen as surreptitious support for him. Indeed, while assuring the 
university authorities that he was not supporting Luther, Erasmus made no 
secret of his abhorrence of the methods used to inflame opinion against the 
German Reformers. As early as May 1519, Erasmus deplored the anti- 
Luther campaign in the Netherlands as a dangerous stirring. up of ‘foolish 
women and the. ignorant multitude’. ‘I have never approved, and never 
shall’, he wrote to the rector magnificus of Leuven, in October 1520, ‘of the 
suppression of {Luther] in this way by public uproar, before his books have 
been read and discussed’.*? Shocked by the. ‘savage and tyrannous beha- 
viour’ with which the university publicly condemned and burnt Luther’s 
works;. Erasmus continued to resist demands that he denounce Luther as 
obdurately as he ignored the appeals of Wolfgang Capito, Ulrich von 
Hutten, and Philip Melanchthon that he come out in Luther’s support.” By 
1521, when he left the Netherlands for good and settled in Basel, Erasmus’ 
position in the life and culture of the Low Countries had become untenable. 

Erasmus removed himself to Switzerland, evading the mounting furore in 
the Netherlands. But his spiritual legacy, his immense impact on the mind 
and culture of the Low Countries remained. The country was in a state of 
spiritual civil war.5' Erasmus’ himself haughtily denied responsibility. Yet 
however blinkered the denunciations of monks and conservative theolo- 
gians, there was, all the same, more than a little logic to their claim that it 
was Erasmus, and the new humanism, which were the cause of the uproar.” 
By insisting that ultimate authority in the exposition of Scripture lay with 
the humanist scholar, Erasmus had in effect usurped. the authority of 
Papacy, theological faculties, and the Church. By redefining Christian 
salvation in terms of the individual will and living life by Christ’s example, 
he had debased the Church’s teachings and sacraments, even if he had 
expressly scorned only clergy who were ignorant and corrupt. Nor was it 
just monks and theologians who considered him the true author of the 
Reformation. Italian humanists who refrained from mixing humanist scho- 
larship with theology asserted it too. ‘Reporting to the Pope, in February 
1§21, on the great impact of the Lutheran revolt in the Netherlands, and 
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especially Holland, the papal nuncio Girolamo Aleandro, a humanist who 
had once shared lodgings with Erasmus in Venice, wrote that Luther’s 
doctrines were being preached publicly in Holland and.that ‘all this happens 
because of the Hollander Erasmus’. 

Nowhere in:Europe was the collision between public authority and the 
Reformation ‘more evident and explosive than in the Netherlands: in 
the 1520s. This was partly because central government there, directed by the 
Habsburg court, took .a: stronger line against the Reformation than did 
governments elsewhere. But it was.also because the impact of Christian 
humanism on society was deeper and more widespread than in. Germany, 
France, or England. Christian humanism had arisen first in the Netherlands 
and, in contrast:‘to the Latin schools of cities such as Strasburg, Basel, 
Frankfurt, and Augsburg, humanism in the Low Countries had captured 
‘the civic schools early enough to have shaped an entire generation of the 
educated élite by 1520. Furthermore, because the theological and propa- 
ganda reaction against the Reformation was stronger in the Low Countries 
by 1520 than elsewhere, there the linkage between Erasmus and: Luther 
became more firmly embedded in the popular mind. As Juan Luis Vives, the 
great humanist of Bruges, wrote to Erasmus in 1522: ‘that you are looked 
‘upon as a Lutheran here is certain’.* 4 

Erasmus at the time of his departure for Basel: was idolized by many 
influential figures in the Netherlands and perhaps especially in the north 
Netherlands, where the Christian humanist tradition had arisen. Many of 
those shaping education and culture in the country were convinced that they 
owed the exciting new intellectual and spiritual world they inhabited. to 
Erasmus personally. As Gerardus Listrius, humanist. rector of the Latin 
school at. Zwolle in the years 1516-22, wrote.to Erasmus: ‘What could a 
man like me have achieved, or even attempted, without you? Everything I 
have, such as it is, I owe to you’.®> By and large such men were also 
supporters of the Reformation. Nor did, or could, the open break between 
Erasmus and Luther over the theology of the human will, in 1524 change 
this. On the contrary, in an important sense Erasmus’ open break with 
.Luther strengthened the linkage between Erasmus and the incipient Refor- 
:Mation in the Low Countries. For the dogmatic, increasingly confessional- 
minded Luther of the later 1520s was not suited to be a continuing 
inspiration to a suppressed, clandestine Reformation encountering formi- 

3 The Collected Works of Erasmus, viii. 382; Eckert, loc. cit. | 
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dable governmental counter-pressure. From the early 1520s: onwards, the 
main Netherlands Reformation could, for some decades; develop only as a 
non-dogmatic pluriform crypto-Protestantism and this, by its-nature, could 
more easily draw on the biblical humanism of Erasmus than the theology 
of Luther.*’ 

The appropriation of Erasmus by Dutch humanists and crypto-Protes- 
tants as the central figure in Dutch culture was to have major implications 
for the subsequent unfolding of Dutch history. It was a process which 
Erasmus himself viewed with misgivings. He abhorred conflict and schism, 
and disliked the preoccupation with national identity which humanist 
studies aroused in Von Hutten and numerous other German, French, and 
Dutch humanists.** The humanist debate about national identity became 
something of an undercurrent to the wider encounter about theology and 
scholarship, subtly influencing attitudes to culture and religion as well as 
nationality. Erasmus had no wish to be labelled a ‘German’, refused to 
identify himself with French culture, and joked about the Batavian myth so 
dear to the hearts of Aurelius and Geldenhauer. Scorning the label ‘Bata- 
vian’, he insisted he belonged to all Christendom.” But if Erasmus held 
aloof from the new Batavian obsession, the Batavian myth by no means 
held itself aloof from him.” For just as all Dutch crypto-Protestant strands, 
including the Spiritualist movements associated later with Niclaes and 
Coornhert, drew on and idolized Erasmus, so any exponent of biblical 
humanism in the Netherlands resisting Habsburg pressure to conform to 
Catholic orthodoxy was bound to find inspiration in Erasmus’ and his 
works—as well as a useful vehicle for spreading crypto-Protestantism—and 
derive encouragement from the ancient Batavians’ heroic struggle for 
freedom against the Romans. 

Erasmus’ works in Dutch translation in fact contributed substantially to 
the rapid progress of the Reformation in the Low Countries during the 
crucial 1520s. Some of Erasmus’ writings highly prized today were at that 
time not especially esteemed or thought relevant to the wider public. Thus, 
the Praise of Folly did not figure prominently and no Dutch version 
appeared until as late as 1560." But Erasmus’ Enchiridion, commentaries on 
the New Testament, and version of the New Testament itself, were found 
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by crypto-Protestant publicists and printers to-be highly effective in spread- 
ing pro-Reformation attitudes, and they appeared in Dutch versions from 
1§23 onwards, at Amsterdam, Leiden, Delft, Antwerp, and Kampen.” The 
Enchiridion in particular was often reprinted, despite being quickly identified 
by the authorities as an obvious vehicle of the Reformation and banned. , 
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he unification of the Netherlands north of the rivers under the Habs- 

burgs during the years 1516-49 was a complex political drama replete 
with implications for the future. It marked the culmination of a process 
reaching back three centuries whereby the outlying lesser states of the Low 
Countries were progressively absorbed into a power network dominated by 
the. rulers, and now ruler, of the three big provinces—Flanders, Brabant, 
and Holland, During the course of these three centuries, the three large 
provinces had become more and more preponderant in terms of both 
population and economic influence. By the 1540s, the role of the States of 
these. three in the affairs of the seventeen provinces of the Habsburg 
Netherlands was so overwhelming that they were providing around 75: per 


TABLE 2: The tax contributions of the highest-contributing 
provinces in 1540-1548 (% of the total contributed by 
the Seventeen Provinces under the Habsburgs) 


Province % Province % 
Flanders 33.8 Lille, Douai, Orchies 3.29 
Brabant 28.76 Gelderland 1.14_ 
Holland _ 12.69 Tournai and the Tournaisis 0.93 
Artois 5.65 Namur 0.90 
Hainault = 5.47 Friesland 0.59 
Zeeland 4.37 Overijssel (with Drenthe) 0.55 


Source: Maddens, Beden in het graafschap Vlaanderen, 10-11. 


cent of the total revenue of the Habsburg Netherlands .and the other 
fourteen provinces together a mere 25 per cent (see Table 2). 

But while all three of the large provinces had, since the 1420s, been under 
the same ruler and while first Burgundian, and now Habsburg, power was 
centred in Brussels, it was nevertheless chiefly with the men and resources 
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of Holland that the Habsburg regime achieved the unification of the north. 
Flanders and Brabant contributed large sums to the Emperor’s coffers in 
Brussels throughout the era of the unification struggle between 1516 and 
1543. But it was a consequence of the growing reliance of the regime on the 
provincial States, and the new methods employed by the provincial States 
(at least in the more developed parts of the Netherlands) of raising money 
for military expenditure, that the Habsburg ruler had to concede a great 
deal of leverage to the three large provinces in determining how taxation 
granted by the provincial States was used. This meant that the persistent 
refusal of Flanders and Brabant to consider affairs north of the rivers to be 
any concern of theirs had a decisive influence on: the deployment of 
resources and revenues in the Netherlands. It was a fixed principle of the 
States of Flanders that the sums the province voted the Emperor towards 
his military expenses could-not be used north of the rivers.’ It was laid down 
in every grant that the money of Flanders had to be used to-defend. Flanders 
against the French, which meant that, in effect, the: only other provmce in 
which Flemish funds could be spent’ was Artois, which Ghent and Bruges 
regarded as the bulwark of Flanders. 

' The play of social, economic, and political forces in the north which 
generated unification and, once achieved, made it last was thus: mainly an 
interaction—both attraction and resistance—with Holland. The resources 
and armies which subjugated the lesser provinces above the rivers were 
provided principally by Holland. But while Charles V’s claims to overlord- 
ship in the north derived from his title of count of Holland and Zeeland, his 
interests and objectives diverged widely from those of the States of Holland 
and he took care to receive the submission of the newly acquired provinces 
as count of Flanders and duke of Brabant, as much as count of Holland. 
As far as the Habsburg government was concerned, the new territories were 
being incorporated into a greater Netherlands entity with the seat of power 
south of the rivers and its capital, and chief fount of patronage, politica! 
and ecclesiastical, at Brussels; the chief purpose of the exercise was to 
strengthen the Habsburgs’ Netherlands bastion against France. 

The result was an uneasy duality of power structures which held together, 
inevitably, rather loosely and, as it turned out, just briefly. The break of 
1572 was only in a superficial sense a reversal of the unification of 1516-49. 
In reality, the Revolt against Spain was to‘confirm the underlying separation 
of north and south and long-term gradual integration of the north under 
‘Holland’s hegemony. 
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Holland’s thus far inconclusive striving for preponderance over the lesser 
provinces of the north had, by. 1516, been in progress for centuries and met 
still with determined resistance. But this opposition to Holland’s ascendancy 
in the north was by no means universal. It was.partial and factional. All 
along; and increasingly so; Holland’s interventions had been supported, as 
well as opposed, by some'towns and sections of the nobility and it was this 
growing dependency, as well as Holland’s expanding wealth and power, 
which rendered the unification of the northern provinces both anherently 
logical and eventually irreversible. 

This element of subordination to Holland colouring the unification 
process was at once political, economic, and cultural. On their own, as the 
recent past showed, the north-eastern provinces were irretrievably trapped 
in instability and turmoil. Provincial government, in so far as this existed, 
was. too fragile in Friesland; Groningen, Overijssel, Drenthe, and Utrecht, 
‘and arguably even.in Gelderland, to provide a viable basis for resolving the 
party strife endemic throughout the region and establishing stable adminis- 
tration. Stability, if it was to come at all, could only derive from the sole 
potentially dominant power centre—Holland. 

Nor could Flanders and Brabant have served as a plausible alternative. 
The rivers.and inland waterways, and thus internal trade generally, flowed 
from west to east not south to north, so that, for the river towns of 
Gelderland and Overijssel, what mattered in economic life was the flow of 
traffic along the Rhine, Maas, and Waal, and across the Zuider Zee—that 
is their interaction with Holland—rather than their tenuous contact with 
Flanders and Brabant. 

The ambiguous, or double, character of the:unification process of 1516-49 
‘in the north, and of the preceding war between Holland and Gelderland in 
the years 1506-8, was mirrored in the humanist controversies surrounding 
the birth of the Batavian myth.’ This myth, the alluring notion that the 
ancient -Batavians described in Tacitus—heroic, virtuous, and freedom- 
loving who, under their leader, Claudius Civilis, had successfully revolted 
against the Romans—had lived in the north Netherlands, or part of it, had 
‘arisen assuming important political and cultural. undertones’ in Dutch 
humanist circles in the years around 1500. 

From the outset the Batavian myth was a potent factor in building a new, 
broader sense of patriotic identification with Holland as a political, moral, 
and cultural entity, as patria and ‘nation’—words much employed by 
Aurelius—and for this reason later became an integral part of Dutch 
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cultural identity during the Revolt and the Golden Age:? The humanists saw 
at once what was at stake. For whichever people dwelling in, or near, the 
Low Countries were descendants of the ancient Batavians :would thereby 
‘acquire a political and moral status,.and potentially an.imperial mantle, 
which would justify pretensions to pre-eminence and set that folk above its 
neighbours. No one supposed the Batavians had lived south of the-rivers, 
but southern humanists participated by casting doubt on the claim. of 
Cornelis Aurelius set out. in. his Defensio Gloriae Batavinae. (1510) that 
Holland had been the home of the Batavians and that the Hollanders were 
their descendants. The sharpest challenge to Aurelius’ ideas came, however, 
from anether direction. Geldenhauer, a Gelderlander, argued for twenty 
years, culminating im his Historia Batavica (1530), that it was not “Hollan- 
dia’ but ‘Geldria’ which had been the ancient Batavians’ home.* 

Thus, the onset of strife at the beginning of the sixteenth century between 
Gelderland and the Habsburg Netherlands, and the escalating struggle: in 
Utrecht, Friesland, Groningen, and Drenthe came to. be viewed on two 
distinct levels. On the one hand, it was a dynastic struggle in which the 
Habsburg ruler, his power centred in Brussels, confronted his opponents, 
and especially the duke of Gelderland. But, on the other, ‘it. appeared to 
many Hollanders, including Erasmus, and most extensively in Aurelius’ 
‘great chronicle of Holland, of 1517, as a contest between Holland and her 
troublesome neighbours over whom Holland had every right to preside. The 
Holland noble Johan II van Wassenaer, commander of Charles’s army in 
Friesland, who was killed at the siege of Sloten in 1522, was the Emperor’s 
representative but was eulogized by Aurelius as embodying. Holland’s 
virtues and freedom and as the.epitome of Holland’s nobility. 

The Holland expedition sent to Friesland, in 1516, failed but was not 
decisively repulsed. Rather the war dragged on inconclusively with the 
Habsburg cause slowly gaining ground. The initially firm alliance between 
the Gelderlanders and the anti-Habsburg faction in Friesland was viewed 
by the latter as. chiefly a means to preserve ‘Frisian. Freedom’ and avoid the 
detested excise: taxes Albrecht and Georg of Saxony had levied and which 
the victory of the Burgundian-Habsburg state would surely reintroduce.® As 
the strife continued, though, and the often unruly Gelderlanders marauded 
and plundered, more and more Frisians came to see that, privileges:or no 
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privileges, the only’ way to end the turmoil was through the triumph of 
Habsburg arms.’ 

As the Frisian war dragged on, support for the Schieringers and Charles 
V increased. The Schieringers strove to. salvage as much of ‘Frisian Free- 
dom’ as they could. Charles had issued vague promises to respect Fries- 
land’s ancient privileges. The Schieringers pressed for clear guarantees that 
the Emperor’s authority. would be minimal and the States of Friesland, not 
Charles and his advisers; would appoint the Key judicial and fiscal officers 
of the province—the rural magistrates, or grietmannen.® ' 

The protracted struggle in Friesland was a considerable inconvenience for 
Charles even though he had to give it. lower priority than other and greater 
concerns. For whilst the Emperor, as he now was, contended with the revolt 
of the Comuneros in Spain (1520), the French challenge in Italy, and the 
Reformation in Germany, he was fully aware that the anti-Habsburg revolt 
in the north Netherlands could spread and get out of hand. Before long, 
Duke. Karel placed garrisons in Coevorden and Zwolle and extended his 
sway over much of Drenthe and Overijssel.’ But the continuing turmoil in 
Friesland, and growth of Gelderland’s power, was an even greater nuisance 
for. Holland.’® During their counter-offensive in Friesland in 1517, Vetkopers 
and Gelderlanders stepped up their attacks on shipping in the Zuider Zee 
while a raiding force, shipped from Friesland, landed in Holland and plun- 
dered a swathe of territory stretching from Medemblik to the walls of 
Amsterdam. The anger which swept Holland was shared by Erasmus, who 
was then in Brussels; Charles V and his entourage heard the unpalatable news 
whilst at Middelburg, awaiting favourable winds for their voyage to Spain. 

With Charles residing mainly in Spain and Germany in the decade from 
1517, the Netherlands was once again under the regency of Margaret. 
Moreover, following the outbreak of war with France, in 1521, the attention 
of the court at Brussels, and the great magnates of the Netherlands, was 
focused mainly on the French border rather than the struggle in the north 
Netherlands.. That the Frisian war, and Frisian independence, ended in 
1522-3 was due principally to two factors: first, support for the war, and 
the Gelderland alliance, in Friesland itself had weakened;'' secondly, Hol- 
land was determined to subdue the Frisians. In 1521-3 the States. of Holland 
voted exceptionally large sums for an expedition to Friesland;'’ and a 
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powerful army, commanded by Jan van Wassenaer, the last of the senior 
branch of his house, invaded from Holland. In 1523 the last Frisian 
resistance collapsed. . 

Duke Karel and his Gelderlanders had lost their. base in Friesland. In the 
Ommelands his position was weaker still. Here politics revolved around the 
perennial dispute between. the city of Groningen (which had acquired.a 
wider economic ascendancy over. its hinterland than probably any other city 
in the Low Countries) and the Ommelander jonkers (gentry), or at least the 
more powerful and influential of them. Since the city raad had thrown in its 
lot with Duke Karel, the leading jonkers—the Van Ewsum, Ripperda, 
Rengers, and Tamminga—were pro-Habsburg, as, indeed, were the guilds 
in the city.’ The.city patriciate did, however, gain support among some less 
prominent Ommelander jonkers, who resented: being excluded from in- 
fluence. and office. 

Thus, there was no possibility of a counter-offensive in Friesland: and 
Duke: Karel’s grip over Groningen, Drenthe, and Overijssel remained 
precarious. Nevertheless, the political future of the entire north Netherlands 
hung in the balance. A critical point in the struggle was reached in 1524 with 
the death of Philip of Burgundy, prince-bishop of Utrecht, Overijssel, and 
Drenthe, and a bastion of Habsburg influence. With Utrecht and Overijssel 
split between pro- and anti-Habsburg parties, and the entire region. on the 
verge of chaos, the divided canons of the Utrecht chapters devised a 
compromise by electing as their new prince-bishop Henry of Bavaria, a 
neutral figure, with ties with both the Emperor and Duke Karel. The latter 
agreed to recognize Henry as prince-bishop and, in return for an indemnity, 
withdrew from Overijssel and Drenthe. 

But the newcomer proved incapable of quelling the seething tensions in 
Utrecht not least because of the heavy excises he had to levy to pay off Duke 
Karel. The situation was further aggravated by the intrigues of Francis I, 
who designed to promote his prospects in Italy by destabilizing Habsburg 
power in the Netherlands. In 1525, the Utrecht guilds rose in revolt and 
seized the city, installing a new raad strongly tinged with an anticlerical 
attitude, which curtailed the privileges of the city’s numerous and wealthy 
clergy, notably by ending clerical exemption from the beer and wine 
excises.'4 The patricians of Utrecht, backed by the clergy and nobility, 
fought to recover power. After pitched battles in the streets, the popular 
party was overthrown. At this point, in. August 1527, spurred by France, 
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Karel intervened to assist. the rebels against the prince-bishop: and sent in 
his troops.'> . 

Duke Karel-was a resourceful.opportunist-who strove ceaselessly to undo 
Habsburg hegemony in the north Netherlands: He:had the advantage that 
anti-Habsburg, and anti-Holland, sentiment, and a deeply rooted institu- 
tional particularism, were widespread throughout the region. Even so, his 
position was fragile less because Charles: was incomparably the more 
powerful ruler than because the political élites throughout the north-east 
Netherlands were irretrievably divided. The particularism he exploited was 
matched by a longing for peace and stability which only acquiescence in 
Habsburg supremacy—and Holland’s—could bring. Karel confined his 
struggle against the Habsburgs, moreover, to the political sphere, evincing 
no desire to.espouse the Reformation, or ally with the German Protestant 
princes. '° Gerard Geldenhauer’s open letter of 1526, calling on him to chase 
out the monks and confiscate Church property,’ fell on deaf ears, the duke 
preferring to combat the spread of Lutheran influence in his lands, appreci- 
ating that whilst he eschewed Protestantism, the Emperor would continue 
to consider him a secondary problem compared with France, Lutheranism, 
and the Turks, and put up with the uneasy half-war, half-peace situation 
which best suited Gelderland’s limited resources. 

Invading Utrecht and Overijssel in 1527 was arguably Karel’s greatest 
error, for it provoked precisely the response it was in his interest to avoid.'® 
He now found himself hard-pressed from both the north and the west. He 
entirely failed in his bid to gain control of Overijssel where the prince- 
bishop’s. authority had now collapsed but where the towns and nobles 
preferred to submit to the Emperor than to Gelderland.'? Meanwhile, the 
prince-bishop, seeing .no prospect of restoring his authority, was persuaded 
to abandon his princely rights in both Utrecht and Overijssel to Charles, the 
States of Overijssel acknowledging the Emperor as their ruler in January 
1528. Even so, ejecting the Gelderlanders from Utrecht required consider- 
able resources, resources which only Holland could provide. Holland readily 
complied. For years inland trade through Gelderland and Overijssel 
had been hampered by war and disorder. The turmoil in Utrecht was seen 
as a major nuisance even before the famous raid of 1528 when Karel’s 
commander, Maarten van Rossum, swept across South Holland and plun- 
dered The Hague. In the wake of Van Rossum’s raid, Holland granted an 


'S Struick, Gelre en Habsburg, 311. 

'© Wessels, ‘Ketterij in de graafschap’, 55, 59, 67. 
"’ Augustijn, ‘Gerard Geldenhouwer’, 136. 

"© Struick, Gelre en Habsburg, 311. 

‘9 Slicher van Bath, Gesch. van Overijssel, 119. 


62 The Making of the. Republic, 1477-1588 


unprecedentedly large subsidy while. 3,500 men were specially raised to form 
the core of the army to invade Utrecht.” This force drove Karel’s. troops 
from Utrecht and then captured Hattem,. Elburg, and Harderwijk in 
Gelderland itself. In October 1528. Karel ‘capitulated, recognizing. the 
Emperor as sovereign of Utrecht and Overijssel, but on terms which left him 
in effective control of Gelderland, Groningen, and Drenthe. 

The States of Utrecht acknowledged Charles V at Gorcum, inside 
Holland, at a moment when the Emperor himself was at Toledo. Utrecht’s 
incorporation into the Habsburg. Netherlands, and the administering of the 
new oath of allegiance to the province’s office-holders,”” was carried out: by 
the Stadholder of Holland and Zeeland, Antoine de Lalaing, count of 
Hoogstraten (1522-40). The consent: of Pope Clement ViJ—Utrecht: and 
Overijssel were, after all, ecclesiastical territory—was readily obtained, 
Rome having been sacked by the Emperor’s troops the year before, leaving 
the Pope at the Emperor’s mercy.” 

Charles’s authority in the north Netherlands was greatly enhanced by the 
events of 1528. But it was Holland which had provided the means and the 
new situation was bound to generate tension between the States of that 
province and the government of Charles’s regent, first Margaret, and then 
the Emperor’s sister, Mary of Hungary (1531-55). The regents and ridder- 
schap of Holland expected a due reward for their support: not only greater 
security, and better conditions for trade, but also the Emperor’s agreeing to 
settle in Holland’s favour the long-standing disputes between Holland and 
the newly annexed provinces. Ainsterdam and the West Frisian ports, for 
example, demanded annulment of the privilege, claimed by Overijssel, 
excluding Hollanders from fishing along the Overijssel shore of the Zuider 
Zee.*? With regard to Utrecht, Holland hoped for some form of annexation, 
or at least political subordination, of the province to herself.** The States 
continually reminded the government in Brussels during the’ 1530s, that 
Holland had played the main role in ‘reducing’ Friesland, Utrecht, and 
Overijssel, and that this should be reflected in the new arrangements for the 
government of these provinces. 

Charles had no intention of allowing Utrecht to be annexed to Holland. 
But strategic considerations, and the obvious impossibility of holding the 
new provinces without Holland’s help, did result in Utrecht being placed 
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under the same‘Stadholder as Holland: ahdZeeland. In: 1528, ‘construction 
began of the Vredenburg, a large citadel built within the:walls of the city of 
Utrecht, with money voted by Holland, to overawe the city’s unruly guilds. 
The new bishop of Utrecht, Georges van Egmond (1535-59), was a scion of 
a Holland noble house. The Emperor refused, however, to place the judicial 
administration of Utrecht under.the Hof of Holland and Zeeland, prefer- 
ring, in 1528; to set up a separate provincial high court, or Hof, of Utrecht.’5 

The argument that Holland had played the principal role in acquiring the 
new provinces was used: by the States of Holland during. the 1530s not only 
to claim advantages in relation to those. provinces but also to try: to deflect 
the growing pressure, from Brussels, for. Holland to contribute more 
towards the escalating. cost of defending the south against France. The 
States of Holland saw: no’ reason why.:they should be greatly concerned 
about the French threat to Flanders and Brabant. In June. 1536, the States 
of Holland, annoyed .by.demands for money, reminded Mary that for thirty 
years, since the death of Philip of Habsburg, Holland on her own, ‘apart’ 
from the southern provinces, had financed the wars ‘against’ Gelderland, 
Friesland, and Utrecht, and protection of her shipping in the Baltic, while 
at the same time joining ‘with the other lands’, in paying for defence against 
France, in which ‘they were not concerned but yet had contributed as if they 
sat right next to the blaze’.”° The States of Holland argued that the needs 
and priorities of the Netherlands. north of the rivers were, fundamentally 
different from those of the south, as indeed they were. 

During the early and mid-1530s the Emperor’s attention was focused on 
Italy, the Mediterranean, and his feud. with France. Holland at this time was 
chiefly concerned with relations with Liibeck and Denmark-Norway, and 
the need to protect shipping and the North Sea herring fishery. Meanwhile, 
instability and anti-Habsburg intrigue continued in Gelderland, Groningen, 
and Drenthe. Duke Karel had several garrisons in the Ommelands but none 
in the city of Groningen. When, in 1536, the duke tried to.move troops into 
the city to overawe the guilds, the raad withdrew their support and resolved 
to end the civil war in the, province by accepting the sovereignty over the 
city and its dependencies—the Gorecht and Oldambt—of Charles V. The 
latter’s Stadholder of Friesland, Schenck von Tautenburg, invaded, defeat- 
ing Karel’s forces, and. his Vetkoper allies, at the battle of Heiligerlee, and 
occupied the province. Also Schenck seized the border territory of Wester- 
wolde, which Charles assigned to him as a personal fief and which now 
remained part of the Habsburg Netherlands but outside the province: of 
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Groningen.’ Before long Schenck’s troops had also: captured Coevorden 
and established. Habsburg rule.in Drenthe: Under the treaty of Grave 
(December. 1536) Karel ceded overlordship over: Groningen,: the Omme- 
lands, and Drenthe, to the Emperor. 

Duke Karel died in 1538 without an heir and was succeeded as duke ‘of 
Gelderland by Johan III and, shortly after, in 1539, by Duke Wilhelm-von 
der Marck, of Cleves. Duke Wilhelm was the last prince to. oppose 
unification of the Netherlands under the Habsburgs. Strategically, Charles 
V’s position north of the rivers was much stronger in.1539 than at the outset 
of his reign. On the other hand, Wilhelm in some respects posed a more 
dangerous threat to Habsburg hegemony than ‘Duke Karel.” By uniting 
Gelderland with Cleves, Mark, Berg, and Julich, he possessed a relatively 
large territory wedged between the Netherlands and. Germany. Also, ' the 
new duke became a Lutheran in 1§41 and, under his rule, Lutheranism 
made rapid strides in Gelderland as well as adjoining German duchies.” Not 
surprisingly, given this and the duke’s alliances with the:German: Protestant 
Schmalkaldic League, France, and Denmark, Charles concluded that Gel- 
derland’s independence was now too dangerous to tolerate. In 1542, the 
Gelderlanders, under Maarten van Rossum, launched -their last raids into 
Habsburg territory and briefly occupied Amersfoort. The following year, 
the Emperor, advancing with a German army down the Rhine from Bonn; 
defeated his adversary and under the treaty of Venlo (September ’ 1543) 
compelled him to cede sovereignty over Gelderland. 

The unification process was now complete, or almost so, the finishing 
touch being put in 1548 with the promulgation’ by the States General, and 
the Imperial Diet of the Holy Roman Empire, of the so-called Pragmatic 
Sanction, recognizing the Habsburg Netherlands as a separate, and single, 
entity and laying down: the principle: that sovereignty over the whole 
Habsburg: Netherlands would pass to the Emperor’s heir, and heirs, in 
perpetuity, as well as seeking to define the future relationship between the 
Netherlands and the rest of the Holy Roman Empire.” The articles of the 
Pragmatic Sanction were then endorsed, and sworn to, during 1549 by all 
the provincial assemblies and high courts of the seventeen provinces." __ 

The consolidation'completed in 1548 brought with it substantial changes 
in the political, economic, and cultural life of the Netherlands. Most 
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fundamental was the ending of the political instability and endemic dis- 
order, verging on lawlessness, which had been the lot of the north-eastern 
provinces for centuries. The old party strife‘ between Frisian Schieringers 
and Vetkopers, and their equivalents in the other provinces;:ceased during 
the middle decades of the sixteenth century. Gelderland was last to: make 
the transition, but made it fairly swiftly during the 1540s and 1550s, 
changing from a notoriously turbulent, unsafe land, where nobles settled 
their disputes with the sword, to a ‘land of justice’, to use the contemporary 
expression, where disputes were settled by courts of law.” At the same time, 
border districts such as. Tiel and Zaltbommel in western Gelderland, 
ravaged by warfare since the 1490s; began to recover. Holland too gained 
many benefits from unification, including improved security, an uninter- 
upted flow of traffic along the rivers, and better management of dams and 
sluices along the border with Utrecht. 

While Charles did not deny Holland’s special role in pacifying the 
provinces, and garrisoning them, his main priority, in reorganizing the 
institutions of the north Netherlands. after 1522-3, was to tie the newly 
annexed regions to Brussels, rather than The Hague, and forge a more 
integrated Habsburg Netherlands.*? The States of Friesland failed to retain 
the right to appoint the-rural magistrates (grietmannen) in their province. 
After 1523 it was the regent in Brussels, together with the Stadholder and 
Hof of Friesland, which exercised this power.** Appointing the Stadholder, 
grietmannen, leading magistrates in the towns, and judges of the new Hof of 
Friesland, which was set up in its definitive form in 1527, the Emperor 
possessed greater leverage, and more patronage, in the province than had 
any previous regime.*> Furthermore, even after annexing Groningen, in 
1536, the Emperor retained three garrisoned citadels at Leeuwarden, Har- 
lingen, and Staveren. 

From the outset, Groningen posed a thorny administrative problem 
because it consisted in reality of two separate entities which continually 
encroached upon each other—the city with its subject. districts of Gorecht 
and Oldambt, conquered in the fifteenth century, and the Ommelands. The 
Ommelands had their own assembly and were, in turn, divided into three 
quarters—Hunsingo, Fivelingo, and the Westerkwartier (see Map 8)—each 
of which also had its own quarter assembly. Although the city had 
previously been more anti-Habsburg than the Ommelands, the Habsburg 
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government, after 1536, sought to control ‘the province by supporting the 
pretensions of the city.*° Thus the.Emperor confirmed the city’s juridical 
sway over the Gorecht and Oldambt districts, disputed by the Ommelands, 
and upheld the city’s sweeping staple rights so that much economic activity, 
including brewing and the marketing of some agricultural produce, was 
reserved for the city and forbidden in the Ommelands. At the same time the 
Habsburg government confirmed the grip of the leading Ommelander jonker 
families on the rural magistracies.and local institutions of the Ommelands. 
The relationship between city and Ommelands remained an insoluble 
conundrum, however, and Habsburg power probably weaker than in any 
other province down to 1572.*’ The bafflement of central government was 
compounded by the proceedings against the:city initiated by the Ommelan- 
ders in 1561 before the tribunals of Brussels and Mechelen, employing the 
noted Frisian jurist Aggaeus de Albada .as their: spokesman. The legal 
labyrinth remained unresolved when the troubles of the 1560s engulfed the 
Habsburg Netherlands.. 

In Overijssel, the Habsburg government was scarcely any more successful. 
The three chief towns—Deventer, Zwolle, and Kampen—prided themselves 
on their links with the Hanseatic League and Imperial Diet, and in 1528 had 
(unsuccessfully) tried:to arrange Overijssel’s submission to Charles as Holy 
Roman Emperor,.rather than as count of Flanders and Holland, and duke 
of Brabant. In contrast. to Friesland and: Gelderland, it was the towns, 
rather than nobles, who traditionally dominated political life. But their 
objective had always been to maximize their civic autonomy rather than the 
authority of the provincial States. Consequently; Charles and his advisers 
simultaneously strove to strengthen provincial administration, to weaken 
the autonomy of the towns, while rendering provincial institutions more 
dependent on central government. A key change was the detaching of the 
previous functions of the States as a provincial high court and setting up of 
a separate Hof:along similar lines as in Friesland and Utrecht.3* This new 
Hof: of Overijssel; with. judicial responsibility also for Drenthe and Lingen, 
and, like that of: Utrecht, theoretically subject to the Great Council .of 
Mechelen,” was:set up at.Zwolle, in 1553::But the obstruction of the States 
was such that it had barely begun to function as late as 1566.” 
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In Utrecht, by contrast, Habsburg reorganization was more effective. 
Before 1§28, the prince-bishop had been a notoriously weak prince, residing 
at Wijk-bij-Duurstede, his authority constantly challenged by the city with 
which he was in ceaseless conflict. The States had won the right to gather 
on their own initiative and set their own agenda, a right now suppressed.*' 
After 1528 the States convened only with the permission of the Stadholder 
and central government, and their agenda was set by the Hof of Utrecht 
formed in 1529-30. The States.of Utrecht met fairly frequently under 
Charles V, but usually only to vote subsidies for central government, the 
province’s payments being fixed at 10 per cent of those of Holland.” While 
the form of the States was retained, with three ‘members’—ecclesiastical 
chapters, ridderschap, and the five towns of the province—with each 
member having one vote, the influence of the chapters was now much 
reduced. The city’s autonomy was also curtailed, symbolized by the remo- 
val, on the Emperor’s orders, of the image of St Martin from the civic 
coat-of-arms. Since 1304, the Utrecht city council had been elected annually 
by a college of delegates of the city guilds on the ‘east Netherlands model’, 
not unlike the method at Groningen, Nijmegen, and other towns in the east. 
After 1528, however, the role of the guilds was ended and the ruler, through 
his Stadholder and Hof, nominated members of the council.*? Utrecht city 
government thus came to be dominated by an élite of regents and nobles 
who were clients of the Emperor. In 1534 the States defined the ridderschap 
as the owners of fifty-five recognized manor houses, or hofsteden, with 
drawbridges which, though not bound by formal laws of entail, were 
supposed to be bought, and sold, only by nobles of the province. 

Habsburg policy wrought major changes also in Gelderland. With the 
possible exception of Groningen, Gelderland—a relatively large territory by 
Netherlands standards—presented Brussels with its most intractable prob- 
lem of political and legal integration. One major difficulty was that, to a 
much greater extent than elsewhere, numerous enclaves had survived in and 
adjoining Gelderland claiming direct ties with the Holy Roman Empire.“ 
The group of titled nobles, or bannerheren, of Gelderland had evolved since 
1492, almost as independent princelings, either staying neutral, or as out- 
right supporters of the Habsburgs, in defiance of Duke Karel. The counts of 
Buren, and of Bronckhorst-Batenburg, had been especially active in oppos- 
ing Karel’s authority.** When Gelderland came under Charles V, the counts 
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of Buren, Bronckhorst-Batenburg, Bergh, Culemborg, and Limburg-Stirum, 
and indeed also the city of Nijmegen, all claimed the right of direct appeal 
to the Imperial Chancery and the Diet of the Holy Roman Empire, as well 
as exemption from the authority of the duke of Gelderland.” Some lands of 
these lords, such as the count of Bergh’s domains around ’s-Heerenberg, or 
Bredevoort which belonged to ‘the count of Bronckhorst-Batenburg, were 
along Gelderland’s border with the Empire and, arguably, simply parts of 
the Empire.‘’ Also sizeable enclaves belonged to Cleves. 

Another obvious difficulty was the highly decentralized character of the 
province’s administration and institutions. Gelderland was divided into four 
quarters (see Map 4)—those of Arnhem (Veluwe), Nijmegen, Zutphen, and 
Upper Gelderland or the Overkwartier (Roermond)—each possessing its 
own quarter assembly. In each of these the ridderschap of the quarter and 
small towns, as well as the ‘head‘town’, were represented. The States, or 
Landdag, of Gelderland normally met only once a year, gathering by turn 
in each of the ‘head towns’. Both the judicial and fiscal administration were 
in a state of considerable disarray when the province came into the 
Emperor’s hands in 1543. 

Charles placed Gelderland under a separate Stadholder from the two 
existing blocks of northern provinces, that of Holland, Zeeland, and 
Utrecht, on the one hand, and that of Friesland, Groningen, Drenthe, 
Overijssel, and Lingen, on the other. The pattern thus established of dividing 
the northern provinces between three stadholders was to persist down to 
1589. But the main innovation with which the Emperor sought to impart 
greater cohesion to Gelderland, and integrate the province into the Nether- 
lands as a whole, was the Hof, or Chancery, set up at Arnhem in 1547.“ This 
new body was designed to exercise both legal and political functions like the 
existing provincial high courts, of Holland (with Zeeland), Friesland, and 
‘Utrecht. The Hof became the main link between Brussels and the States of 
Gelderland as well as the four quarter assemblies. Under its articles the Hof 
consisted of seven councillors appointed for life, selected by means of double 
lists of nominees submitted by the quarter assemblies from which the 
Stadholder made the final choice. To preside over the Hof, Charles placed a 
‘Chancellor’ who, from the 1540s onwards, was exceeded in political import- 
ance in the province only by the Stadholder, whose functions he assumed 
during the latter’s absence. Through the Hof, the regime aspired to set the 
agenda, and control the meetings, of the States, and impose the rule, hotly 
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contested by the States, that they—and the quarter assemblies—could 
assemble only when summoned by central government, through the Hof.” 

The Hof of Gelderland attests the not inconsiderable impact of Habsburg 
reorganization of the north-east during the mid-sixteenth century. The 
province became more orderly. Central government gained a measure of 
leverage. In the towns the influence of the guilds was reduced along with 
that of their colleges of representatives, or gemeenslieden.© The power of the 
patrician oligarchies was correspondingly enhanced. The Brussels regime, 
and Hof of Gelderland, also whittled away some of the autonomous status 
of the bannerheren (see Map 4). A few of these lordships were partially 
integrated into the new juridical and fiscal framework established after 1543 
and the ties of the bannerheren with the Holy Roman Empire were reduced 
by the Pragmatic Sanction, at least with regard to lands fully enclaved 
within Gelderland.°' 

Yet the separate status of the enclaves, and bannerheren, was far from 
wholly suppressed, especially not juridically or psychologically, even where 
the process of Habsburg bureaucratization and centralization was most 
successful. By a variety of methods the titled lords defended their sovereign, 
or semi-sovereign, independence. The counts van den Bergh, at their town 
of ’s-Heerenberg, and the lords of Batenburg continued minting their own 
coinage for several decades after 1543.” The situation offered innumerable 
administrative and judicial anomalies and Habsburg efforts to reduce these 
generated a resentment which was to have serious consequences for the 
regime in the future. The Gelderland counts, formerly the chief sponsors of 
Burgundian-Habsburg influence in the province, became, after 1548, not 
just the foremost opponents of Habsburg state-building but, down to the 
1580s, the main local champions of the Reformation. 

The treaty of Venlo, and subsequent Pragmatic Sanction, largely united 
the Low Countries under Habsburg rule. Yet it has to be recognized that 
this process of unification was, in several respects, superficial, more appar- 
ent than real. Not only did the prince-bishopric of Liége, a large inde- 
pendent principality, together with the attached county of Loon, remain 
outside the Habsburg Netherlands but, in large part, so did the enclaves in, 
and adjoining, Gelderland, including the counties of Buren and:‘Culemborg, 
as well as the lordships of Leerdam, Vianen, and IJsselstein, on the border 
of Holland and Utrecht. Additionally, there were some thirty small lord- 
ships outside the Habsburg Netherlands, juridically under the Holy Roman 
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Map 4. The four quarters of Gelderland and attached semi-sovereign 
lordships in the sixteenth century 


Empire, strung out, south of the Overkwartier, in the Maas valley around 
Maastricht. One of these, Gronsveld, immediately adjoined Maastricht to 
the south; another, Lanaken, one of the largest, practically adjoined the city 
to the north. Besides all this, appreciable areas of the Low Countries, today 
within the borders of the Netherlands, including Ravenstein, Susteren, 
Gennep, Mook, Sittard, Tegelen, Borculo,. Lichtenvoorde, Liemers, and 
Huissen were acknowledged by Charles V to belong to the neighbouring 
German states of Jiilich, Cleves, and Minster (see Map 5). 
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MAP 5. The separate sovereignties and autonomous lordships of the 
Netherlands after 1543 


The reforms, and advance of bureaucratization, in the middle decades of 
the sixteenth. century equipped Charles with the apparatus to mount the 
most sustained, and determined, attempt to suppress the Reformation by 
administrative means seen in sixteenth-century Europe. Yet it proved an 
apparatus inadequate for the. task, most of all in provinces such as 
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Overijssel, Groningen, and Gelderland where the grip of. the regime re- 
mained decidedly slack. 

But the severest limitation on the cohesion of the Habsburg Netherlands 
was still the separateness of north and south dictated by the rivers and the 
strength of provincial institutions in Holland. Indeed, in many ways north 
and south remained just as apart after 1543 as before. For Charles had 
unified the north using the resources of Holland without Flanders and 
Brabant playing any part in the process. It is true that at court and among 
a few humanists and bureaucrats the notion of a single Netherlands 
fatherland, or ‘Belgium Nostrum’, embracing all seventeen provinces of the 
Habsburg Netherlands, was gaining ground, inspired by Charles’s achieve- 
ment. But such ideas were confined to a select few and even among the 
humanists there was a stronger tendency, among those north of the rivers, 
to stress the Batavian myth, and a Holland- or Geldrian-based patriotism, 
than the ideal of ‘Belgium Nostrum’ embracing north and south. 

In society more generally, in Holland, Flanders, and Brabant alike, the 
prevailing view was that the inhabitants of the other main provinces were 
‘foreigners’ who should not be permitted to hold posts or offices within their 
borders and whose interests were of little or no concern to themselves. In 
Holland, there was also the notion that the interests of Utrecht, Overijssel, 
and other northern provinces should be subordinate specifically to those of 
Holland. Furthermore,. since Holland was the only possible power base 
north of the rivers, and since the thirteenth century always had been, this 
outlook was to prove decisive in shaping the future. 

The contradictions of the Habsburg Netherlands were reflected in the 
complex evolution of the Dutch language. Developments during the six- 
teenth century reflected the impulse towards centralization and unification, 
under the Habsburgs, but equally, if not more, the lack of a true centre and 
the continuing separateness of the main Low Countries power blocks. The 
fact that French was the language of the Habsburg court, at Brussels, not 
only created a language divide between the regime and the great majority of 
the population but, more importantly in the early modern context, prevented 
the harnessing of court influence to any one version of Dutch. In the later 
Middle Ages, there were five main variants of the Dutch language—Flem- 
ish, Brabants, Hollands, Limburgs, and north-east Dutch or ‘Oosters’. The 
political fragmentation of the Low Countries; before 1543, had served only 
to confirm the separateness of these various branches.* The commercial 


4 De Schepper, Belgium Nostrwn, 5-7. 
55 De Vooys, Gesch. van de Nederlandse taal, 44-9, 60-1. 


Territorial Consolidation, 1516-1559 73 


preponderance of Antwerp and the fact that the court, even if French- 
speaking, resided at Brussels helped the advance of Brabants, but not 
decisively. In the north it was mainly Hollands which was gaining ground, 
helped by the early spread of printing to cities such as Amsterdam, Delft, 
Leiden, Gouda, and Utrecht. But, nourished by links with the Devotio 
Moderna, the vitality of printing: at' Kampen and Deventer, and anti- 
Holland attitudes of the IJssel cities, Oosters, for the moment, held its own 
in the north-east and was extensively used by several of the Dutch 
Reformers. 

In Friesland, a region with its own separate spoken language—Frisian— 
which was to survive as the spoken tongue of the majority throughout the 
early modern period and down.to the present day, a version of Hollands 
tinted with Frisian had, over many decades, steadily been displacing Frisian 
as the language of the Church, culture, learning, and law. Originally, this 
was probably because many of the regular clergy inhabiting Friesland’s 
cloisters were non-Frisians.* But the process accelerated, from the late 
fifteenth century, with the rise of printing. Most books in early sixteenth- 
century Frisian libraries not in Latin were printed in a Holland-style version 
of Dutch. 

Undoubtedly printing, the early Reformation, and unification under the 
Habsburgs, together greatly strengthened the general impulse towards 
standardizing and unifying the Dutch language. There are innumerable 
indications of this. A Dutch New Testament published in 1525 professed to 
render the Gospel not in ‘Hollands or Brabants but something between the 
two’, a compromise ‘common tongue’ comprehensible throughout the 
Dutch-language area to all.5’ But in the absence of a specific government 
and Church policy on language, and the exclusive use by the court and high 
nobility of French, circumstances prevented the completion of this process. 
Several’ different variants of Dutch, especially Hollands, Brabants, and 
Oosters, continued, locally, to be the major vehicles of religion and culture. 
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The Early Dutch Reformation, 1519-1565 
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.THE NETHERLANDS CHURCH 
ON THE EVE OF THE REFORMATION 


he Reformation in the Low Countries began early, soon pervaded all 

parts of society, and ran deep. But for decades it was also an abortive 
Reformation, a process arrested owing to government action which left 
religious life and, therefore, all thought and culture in a state of profound 
disorientation and shock. It was a process of Reformation strikingly 
different from that in Germany, Switzerland, Britain, and Scandinavia in 
that (especially in its crucial pre-Calvinist phase) it worked essentially from 
the bottom upwards instead of from government circles downwards. 

Dutch Protestantism was, eventually, to be dominated by Calvinism. But 
Calvinism appeared late on the scene in the Low Countries and played no 
real role before the 1550s. By that time some of the most profound effects 
of the Reformation, the spread of Protestant attitudes, and the undermining 
of the established Church, were already largely evident. By 1559, when 
Calvinism was only just beginning to have an impact, the Catholic Church 
in the Low Countries was already so weakened that its very survival in its 
traditional form was in doubt. King Philip II himself, when pressing the 
Pope to agree to the setting up of fourteen new bishoprics, assured His 
Holiness that. without radical change ‘I cannot see how our religion can be 
maintained in these states’, and that even with such change, saving the 
Netherlands Church would be difficult.’ | 

The most striking feature of the Netherlands Church before Philip II’s 
“New Bishoprics’ scheme was the peripheral nature of ecclesiastical organ- 
ization both north and south of the rivers. In the whole Netherlands, an 
area with a population of over three million, there were only five bish- 
oprics—Arras, Cambrai, Tournai, Liége, and Utrecht—and four of these 
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lay in the French-speaking southernmiost provinces (see Map 6a).” The bulk 
of the Dutch-speaking Netherlands was. comprised within just two bish- 
oprics—Liége and Utrecht—one-of which had its seat outside Habsburg 
territory and both of which fell under: the ecclesiastical jurisdiction.of the 
archbishop-elector of Cologne, placing Charles V in the. strange position of 
having his northern possessions. largely under the ecclesiastical supervision 
of a neighbouring minor vassal. To add to this picture of pastoral overlap 
and marginality, Cambrai came-under the archbishop. of Rheims, a subject 
of the Emperor’s arch-enemy, the king of France, while parts of the 
north-east Netherlands lay outside the see of Utrecht, most of Groningen, 
together with part of Friesland, forming the archdeaconate ‘Frisia’ of the 
diocese of Minster: The ancient border between the latter and the see of 
Utrecht also left much of eastern Gelderland, including Hengelo, Grol, 
Borculo-Lichtenvoorde, and Bredevoort,.under Miinster.? To add to the 
patchwork, Nijmegen came under Cologne and Westerwolde, a border 
enclave between Groningen and the Empire, under Osnabriick. 

Such lack of coherence had long worried the Burgundian and Habsburg 
Tulers of the Netherlands. Charles the Bold, Maximilian, Philip I, and 
Charles V all pondered plans for ecclesiastical reorganization, especially to 
end the episcopal sway of Liége over large areas under Burgundian, and 
Habsburg, rule. But their dissatisfaction was of a political rather than 
spiritual nature and met with little sympathy from the Papacy. In the end, 
nothing came of these efforts.. 

The few bishops there mostly belonged to leading noble families and were 
of a.distinctly worldly disposition. Charles de Croy, bishop of Tournai 
(1525-64), was a scion of one of the great Walloon noble families and took 
little interest in his ecclesiastical responsibilities, celebrating his first mass in 
Tournai only in. 1540 and being practically always absent.‘ Georges van 
Egmond, Charles V’s bishop of Utrecht (1535-59), similarly stemmed from 
a leading family and exemplified the old-style, pre-Reformation worldly 
bishop. To the neglect and disarray arising from an inadequate ecclesiastical 
structure were.added the disparities and imbalance resulting from the 
population shifts of the later Middle Ages. Distribution of parishes north of 
the rivers, for example, still reflected the situation prior to the thirteenth 
century when most of.the population, .and significant towns, lay in the 
north-east. ‘Thus, there were over. one. thousand parishes in the see of 
Utrecht but with roughly. two and.a half times as many in the inland 
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provinces asin Holland and Zeeland:‘As a result, parish organization in 
large Holland towns, such as. Amsterdam and Delft, was exceedingly sparse. 

There: is little doubt that lack of-clerical disciplme, poor training, and 
absenteeism, were rife at all levels of ecclesiastical life.:A frequent form of 
criticism directed against the Church, during the early and mid-sixteenth 
century, targeted the moral shortcomings of the clergy. There was complaint 
about the failure to: live up to vows of celibacy and abstinence.® Some 
scattered statistics are available which show that concubinage among the 
clergy was indeed fairly widespread. In the countryside around Geertruiden- 
berg, under 20 ‘per cent of the lower clergy kept concubines; in other areas 
it appears that. as many as 25 per cent did so. What was new in these 
complaints, though, was not the fact itself but the changing attitude towards 
Clerical concubinage among the laity. 

Beneath the bishops came the archdeacons and..provosts, again often 
worldly noblemen. But, in. many areas, the richest, most powerful part of 
the Church were the abbeys and monasteries, again frequently headed by 
indifferently motivated nobles. Monastic establishments were very numer- 
ous. In 1517, the diocese of Utrecht included 193 monastic foundations and 
284 nunneries. Many were. small and unimportant. But the great abbeys 
profoundly influenced: politics, society, and culture, over wide areas. On 
Walcheren Island, the heart of Zeeland, the pre-eminent ecclesiastic was the 
abbot of Middelburg, sole representative of the Church in the pre-1572 
States of Zeeland, though he sat in the States on the strength of his lands 
and revenues rather than as a member of the clergy. When the see of 
Haarlem, one of the fourteen new bishoprics, was created in 1561, much of 
its revenue came from the great abbey of Egmond, north of Haarlem, the 
position of abbot being merged with the new dignity of bishop: .In 
Groningen, the famous old abbey of Aduard had long been at the heart of 
the province’s spiritual life. 

Despite its worldliness and lack of coherent organization, the Church in 
the Netherlands in the early and mid-sixteenth century was rich and 
powerful and exerted, as it had for centuries, an immense influence in 
‘society. The largest and most important artistic commissions, ‘before 1572, 
emanated from the Church; The reason why Utrecht was the leading artistic 
‘centre north of the rivers was simply that it was the chief ecclesiastical 
centre.’ Like his predecessor, Bishop van Egmond was a munificent patron, 
installing stained-glass windows in many -churches, as well as imposing 
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altarpieces such as that which Maarten van Heemskerck painted for. the 
main church of Alkmaar in 1540-1. The: great abbots.were likewise major 
patrons. Jan van Scorel was the herald of change in painting; but his 
commissions came from Church bodies of one kind or another. 

.Society’s estrangement from the established Church began, :as we have 
seen, with the transformation of education and piety through humanism. It 
follows ‘that the weakening: of. the:Church began: before 1520, as much 
evidence. attests. Outwardly, it is true, the Catholic Church in the Nether- 
lands was’ still imposing and dynamic in the decades after 1519. Numerous 
ecclesiastical -building projects, often partly funded by lay donations, were 
completed during the: first two-thirds of the century, including the great 
church spires:of Breda, Amersfoort, and Groningen.’ The principal church 
at Gouda, the Sint Janskerk, one of the glories of north Netherlands church 
architecture, was completed early in the century but heavily damaged by 
fire; in 1552,.and then magnificently restored in the last years. before the 
Revolt, its famous stained-glass windows being::installed .in the years 
1555-70 in ‘the midst of growing religious turmoil: Nevertheless, the signs 
are that lay enthusiasm for new ecclesiastical foundations and building was 
largely spent by the 1480s. The initiatives, and designs, of the great projects 
completed in the mid-sixteenth century mostly dated from the fifteenth. 
Completion. of large projects in the decades after 1519 thus reflected the 
continued. wealth and: resources ‘of. the.Church but not necessarily conti- 
nuance of its former prestige. 

The Church was. imposing too.'in. terms of numbers of.clergy. In- the 
‘Netherlands north of the Maas, a:-territory comprising about three-quarters 
of the area of the:future Dutch Republic, there were in the.early sixteenth 
century some 5,200 parish clergy and-around 3,000 regulars, monks and 
friars, as well as several.thousand nuns.’ In all, the ecclesiastical population 
thus amounted to about 15,000 or between’ 1 and 2 per cent of the total 
population, with those directly dependent on the: clergy: as assistants, 
housekeepers, concubines, and illegitimate children: comprising another 1 
per cent. In some localities, the concentration of clergy was particularly 
high. The city of Utrecht boasted, around 1500, some 360 resident secular 
clergy, 7 per cent of all parish clergy in the northern Low Countries. The 
Sint Janskerk at Gouda and main:church at Dordrecht.were.each served by 
about fifty clergy. In the city of Groningen, in 1522, there were at least fifty 
seculars besides a substantial number of regular clergy. Even a large village 
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such as Oisterwijk in northern Brabant might have fifteen resident priests, 
serving as many as twenty chapels. 

But, while numbers. were impressive, they were steadily declining 
throughout the region, a process well under. way before the Reformation 
began and.even before 1500.'° When the young Erasmus left the monastery 
at Steyn, near Gouda, ‘at 25 years of age, in 1493, feeling disillusioned, he 
was participating in the. first stirrings of a great social change which was to 
have a profound impact throughout the Low Countries. Everywhere mon- 
asteries and nunneries were emptying.'' The monastery of Wateringen, near 
The Hague, inhabited by thirteen monks after it was founded, in -148§, 
contained only three by 1538. In the aristocratic nunnery of Riynsburg, near 
Leiden, thirty-six sisters resided in 1453; twenty-nine.in 1494,..and: only 
twenty in 1553. In Friesland and Groningen, monasteries. had been: tradi- 
tionally strong and played .an exceptionally important part ‘during the 
Middle Ages. In Friesland, the number of: monastic institutions: was sub- 
stantially greater than elsewhere, totalling around fifty. In 1511, the regular 
clergy alone, male and female, nearly 2,000 strong, amounted to over 2 per 
cent of the total Frisian population of 75,000."? But while the population of 
the province grew over the next few: decades, that of the: cloisters- ‘steadily 
declined. re 

More significant than loss of numbers:was the loss of prestige and social 
standing.'> Erasmus remarked, in:1§25,.on the antipathy towards monks of 
the general population in Holland, Zeeland, and Flanders. In +1567, the 
count of Aremberg, Stadholder. of Friesland, and staunch. upholder of :the 
old-Church, admitted that in Friesland the regular.clergy were ‘universally 
hated’."4 Several leading Inquisitors: admitted this: too. :Moreover, the 
devotional practices and attitudes. inculcated by the old Church were 
manifestly losing their hold on the population. Pilgrimages; still immensely 
popular at the beginning of. the century, including the pilgrimage to 
Jerusalem, had lost much of their former appeal by: the 1550s. Traditional 
religious processions in towns continued to be put on, as. before, by town 
councils and guilds, but: there are. numerous signs that these were treated 
less reverently than in‘ the past by: much of the population.’ By the early 
sixteenth century, outspoken criticism of the clergy was widespread. Hiero- 
nymus Bosch. (c.145015§16):may have:been an altogether. unique phenome- 
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non in pre-Reformation Netherlandish culture in many respects but there 
was nothing unusual about the preoccupation revealed by his pictures with 
the avariciousness of monks, sins of nuns, and licentiousness of father 
confessors. 


THE IMPACT OF LUTHER 


But if the discrediting of the old Church and its loss of moral authority 
began before 1520, there is no doubt that the process was powerfully 
accelerated, from 1519, by the impact of Luther. Martin Luther, particularly 
the early Luther, exerted an enormous influence in the Low Countries with 
his. resounding protest against the moral and religious decadence of the 
Church and by focusing attention on the Gospels. The latter in itself 
involved a religious and intellectual revolution; for the elaborate forms of 
late medieval piety, in the Low Countries as elsewhere, centred on the 
sacraments, Church, and popular cults, rather than the Gospel, which was 
generally available only in Latin. Versions of Luther’s early writings 
surfaced in Emden, Dordrecht, Delft, Antwerp, and elsewhere as early as 
1518-19.'° In May 1519, Erasmus wrote to Thomas Wolsey, from Antwerp, 
that Luther’s works were circulating ‘everywhere’ in the Low Countries."’ In 
June 1521, Albrecht Diirer, then in Antwerp, noted that he swapped copies 
of Lutheran texts with Cornelius Grapheus, pensionary of Antwerp and one 
of the few office-holders among early open advocates of Luther in the 
country. By the early 1520s, the Reformation, unopposed in Emden (being 
adopted by Count Edzard the Great, of East Friesland), and spreading 
through Luther’s texts, was already a major religious and cultural factor in 
every part of the Low Countries." 

The Emperor Charles reacted by condemning Luther and his writings, 
with public book-burnings, and by setting up the Inquisition. The. Em- 
peror’s ban of March 1521, published in Flanders, prohibited the ‘books, 
sermons, and writings of the said Luther and of all. his followers and 
adherents’, ordering such works to be burnt. This was followed by a stream 
of local bans both in the Habsburg Netherlands and neighbouring states, 
particularly the ecclesiastical principalities of Liége, Utrecht, Cologne, and 
Minster. The public book-burnings provide an insight into the scale of. the 
country’s invasion by Lutheran literature. At Leuven, in October 1520, 
eighty copies of Luther’s works were burnt. At Antwerp, in July 1521, in 
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the Emperor’s presence, no fewer than 400 Lutheran books—300 of them 
reportedly seized from booksellers—were destroyed. At Ghent, also in July 
1§21, another 300 Lutheran volumes were cast into the flames, while more 
public book-burnings followed, notably at Bruges and twice more. at 
Antwerp, in 1522.'9 

The preponderance of south Netherlands locations should not, however, 
lead one to suppose that the tide of Lutheran publications was less in the 
north, though, owing to greater distance from central government and 
the fact that much of the region was still outside Habsburg territory, the 
repression was less intense there to begin with. Nevertheless, in May 1522, 
the Leiden vroedschap ordered that all Lutheran texts in the town be 
surrendered. At Deventer, in September 1524, the magistracy complained 
that Luther’s works were being widely distributed and read amongst both 
clergy and laity.” In August 1525, Erasmus reported that most of the 
‘Hollanders, Zeelanders, and Flemish knew the doctrines of Luther’.”' In the 
Emperor’s edict for Holland of September 1525, the spread of Luther’s 
influence was specifically blamed on the fact that many clergy had adopted 
Luther’s views and that unsophisticated folk were reading Luther in 
translation. The mass burning of Lutheran literature in the north began in 
‘the episcopal city of Utrecht in 1521, but it was not until 1526 that the first 
‘book-burnings occurred on Habsburg territory, at Amsterdam.” The Eng- 
lish ambassador in the Habsburg Netherlands, Sir John Hackett, a man with 
‘extensive knowledge of the country, and the Dutch language, reported to 
Cardinal Wolsey, in May 1527, that Luther’s influence was spreading ‘gretly 
in this partys specially in Holland, Seland, Brabant and Flandrys’ and that 
the Low Countries. ‘be all:reddy in. great danger for yf there be three men 
that speckes, the tweyn keepis Luther ys openyon’.” The latter was 
somewhat exaggerated perhaps but there is no question that Luther’s 
‘influence was extremely widespread, except in the French-speaking areas.“ 

That .Luther’s publications, and extracts from Luther,’ circulated more 
profusely in: the Dutch-speaking Netherlands than. France; England, or 
Scandinavia, is unsurprising. In the first place, the Netherlands, having a 
more highly urbanized society than neighbouring lands, boasted higher 
‘levels of literacy. Secondly, Christian humanism had begun in the Nether- 
lands and, by the early 1520s, made a greater impact in civi¢ Latin schools, 
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and society. generally, than elsewhere. Among the most notable early 
Protestants in the Netherlands were such leading humanists as Geldenhauer 
and Gerardus Listrius,:rector of.the Latin school at Zwolle. Listrius was 
already an adherent of Luther:by 1520 and, in 1521, was expelled by the city 
council because of the effect he was having on civic life.”> Thirdly, Antwerp 
was, with the possible exception of Paris, the chief centre for publishing in 
the whole of Europe, while the: Netherlands, more generally, was. noted for 
the large number-of its printers. and booksellers. Finally, the intense: river 
and coastal traffic between Germany and the Netherlands rendered the Low 
Countries the principal oytlet for literature being transported. from Ger- 
many. : : 

In the north great quantities of; Lutheran literature emanated from 
Emden, the Hansa.towns, and Antwerp,.and also, during the early and 
mid-1520s, before government persecution. became more systematic, was 
printed locally. The principal printing centres there were Deventer, Zwolle, 
Amsterdam, and Leiden.”® No doubt works by Luther himself comprised a 
comparatively small: part of the total volume of publications in the Nether- 
lands, Altogether around fifty of Luther’s texts were published in Dutch—in 
various places, including Overijssel before that province’s incorporation into 
the Habsburg Netherlands—in the period down to 1540, without counting 
translations of Luther’s renderings of Scripture and extracts incorporated 
into other books. This is modest, given that, between them, the fifty-six 
printers active at Antwerp in the four decades 1500-40 produced 2,480 
books and that this figure comprises no more than $4 per cent of the total 
published in the Netherlands.*’ But the number of editions of Luther, and 
frequency of extracts in works which did not bear his name, would have 
been much less had not total printed output and the number of bookshops 
and libraries been so great. __ 

Initially, Charles encountered immense difficulty in combating the 
Reformation in the Netherlands, especially in the north. While Protestantism 
filtered only. slowly down the Rhine, past Cologne, the Reformation 
triumphed in Bremen and East Friesland as early as 1524. Moreover, much 
of the north remained outside Habsburg control until many years after 
Luther’s influence began to permeate the region. No measures combated the 
Reformation in Friesland until Charles’s Stadholder published a ban against 
Luther and his writings in 1526. Nothing could be done in Groningen until 
the late 1530s.** At Utrecht where the Erasmian bishop Philip of Burgundy 
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(d. 1524) was. himself. not unsympathetic, seemingly, to the Lutheran 
message, no heretic was burnt until 1533. In the Overijssel cities where, 
again, crypto-Protestantism was.widespread from the early 1520s onwards, 
it is doubtful whether any serious pressure was brought to bear. at any stage 
down to the coming of Alva.”9 

But, despite the difficulties, Charles gradually mobilized a formidable 
system of repression.* In this he showed great determination and. was 
assisted by political developments which extended Habsburg sway across 
the north-east and by the simultaneous intensification of persecution in the 
neighbouring prince-bishopric of Liége. Central to his strategy was the 
Netherlands Inquisition set up with Frans Van der Hulst as inquisitor- 
general, in 1522, and approved by the Pope the following year. Several 
deputy inquisitors were appointed, among them the Dominican Jacob van 
Hoogstraten, a notorious obscurantist loathed by German, as well as Dutch, 
humanists, and Nicolaas van Egmond, an anti-humanist feared by Erasmus. 
Initially, the Inquisition concentrated its attention on the friars of Luther’s 
own order, the Augustinians, whose friaries in the Low Countries were 
suspected of being breeding grounds of Lutheran doctrine.*' The first two 
men executed by the Inquisition, Hendrik Voet and Jan van Etten, were 
Augustinian friars from ’s-Hertogenbosch burnt in the great market-place 
of Brussels, in July 1523. These were the first Protestant martyrs not only 
in the Netherlands but in western Europe, and the news of their fate caused 
a sensation throughout Germany, as well as the Low Countries, prompting 
Luther to send his famous open letter from Wittenberg to ‘all beloved 
brothers in Christ in Holland, Brabant, and Flanders’, lamenting the two 
lost ‘pearls of Christ’. More executions followed though it was not until 
1§25 that the Inquisition burnt its first victim in the north Netherlands.” 

Executions of Protestants in these years were few in number but great in 
impact. In September 1526, Jan Jansen, of Woerden, a former priest at The 
Hague who had espoused Luther’s cause and visited Luther at Wittenberg, 
was burnt in the Binnenhof, the administrative centre of The Hague, in the 
presence of inquisitors, senior officials, and judges.? The first woman 
executed in Holland, Wendelmoet Claesdochter, of Monnikendam, was 
burnt at The Hague before three inquisitors, in November 1527. Many 
people, evidently, felt intense sympathy for these martyrs. Poetic laments 
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over their fate, composed by members of rhetoric clubs (see p. 122 below), 
began circulating. There was also official obstruction. Willem Gnapheus, 
rector of the Latin school in The Hague, was arrested by the Inquisition for 
heresy in 1523, but released by the States of Holland, re-arrested in 1525, 
and condemned to death, but helped to escape to Germany before he could 
be executed.* 

At the same time the Emperor stepped up the pressure on the authorities 
in the north Netherlands to act against the Reformation. Persecution began 
in earnest in Holland in 1525. The same year the new bishop of Utrecht 
changed his predecessor’s lenient policy and began to take repressive 
measures. In Friesland, the first heretic was burnt in 1530.°5 Karel, duke of 
Gelderland, instigated the first executions at Nijmegen and Armhem.* It is 
true that by the time the pressure began to be felt in the mid-1520s 
pro-Reformation attitudes and literature were so widespread, that there was 
no possibility of suppressing the Reformation as such. The inquisitors knew 
that Protestant books were to be found everywhere at least in the towns, 
that everyone knew and talked about them, and that support for the es- 
tablished Church was generally weak.*” But this does not mean that 
the persecution and operations of the Inquisition were pointless. On the 
contrary, given the limited resources at the Inquisition’s disposal, it was 
remarkably effective in helping the Emperor curb, and partly paralyse, the 
Reformation in the Low Countries. This it did by targeting the intellectual 
élite, especially clergy, booksellers, schoolmasters, and officials, and making 
it impossible for such men to adhere openly to the Reformation without 
sacrificing their posts, possessions, and lives. The repression did not silence 
the voice of Protestantism in the Low Countries, and there was never any 
prospect that it could. But it did compel the country’s intellectual élites to 
draw a veil of concealment over their religious beliefs, discussions, and 
reading, creating a duality, a gulf between conviction and practice, which 
shattered and traumatized the spiritual world of the Netherlands. The 
divorce of appearance from reality, and prevalence of subterfuge, hypocrisy, 
and pretence, quickly pervaded every corner of Low Countries life. As early 
as 1522, the rector of the Latin school at Delft remarked that most men kept 
their Protestant sympathies to themselves and that the town was rife with 
Nicodemism (dissimulation).* 


¥ Ibid. 202-3. 

35 Bergsma, ‘Uyt Christelijcken yver’, 70. 

% Wagenaar, Hervormer van Gelderland, 2-9. 

3? Valvekens, Inquisitie in de Nederlanden, 270-3. 

¥ Spruyt, ‘Humanisme, evangelisme en Reformatie’, 35. 


84 The. Making of the Republic, 1477-1588 


‘Most decisive of all, the Emperor’s crack-down rendered it impossible, 
without taking extreme risks, to set up any overtly Protestant organization 
or group. By the mid 1520s pro-Reformation sentiment was widespread, at 
least in the Dutch-speaking provinces where printing, humanism and 
Lutheranism had had their main impact and there was a correspondingly 
strong desire for new forms of devotion and spiritual guidance. In 1527, the 
Stadholder of Holland declared ‘that the land of Holland and especially 
Amsterdam, Delft, and Hoorn are very heavily infected [with heresy, and] 
that they are. full of Lutheranism’. The impulse was there but not the 
opportunity. There are indications that in some places,: notably Leiden, 
Utrecht, ’s-Hertogenbosch, and Veere, organized conventicles with Protes- 
tant preaching did emerge for. a few years in the late 1520s.” But: such 
activity proved: ephemeral and was further hindered by Luther’s own 
condemnation of clandestine congregations.“ 


FRAGMENTATION 


The situation prevailing by the late 1520s, with the Reformation lacking any 
kind of institutional structure, was to exert a lasting influence on the 
subsequent development of Protestantism in the Netherlands. Just when, in 
Germany, confessional lines hardened, and doctrinal positions were becom- 
ing entrenched, in the Low Countries all prospect of imparting a disciplined 
theological and organizational framework to the Reformation withered, and 
remained absent for decades. Thus, the parting of ways between Dutch and 
German Protestantism, and Dutch and German Protestant culture, had 
already taken place by the late 1520s. This is not to say that the Netherlands 
crypto-Protestants were sealed off from, or unresponsive to, the disputes 
over the eucharist and other theological issues escalating in Germany and 
Switzerland. On the contrary, Zwinglian and, to a lesser extent, Buceran 
influences were powerfully felt in the Low Countries, including East 
Friesland, from around 1525 onwards.” In July 1525, Bucer himself wrote 
to Zwingli, from Strasburg, that (as a result especially of the activity of 
Hinne Rode, former rector of the Hieronymus school at Utrecht, who had 
spent many months in 1523-4 among Zwingli’s circle at Zurich) ‘all Holland 
and Friesland’ knew of the growing split between Luther and his Reformed 
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critics, and were adopting Zwinglian-Buceran views.* But in the spiritual 
climate prevailing in the Low Countries there was no way that doctrinal 
lines could be drawn up or become rigid. In such conditions Lutheranism 
in its more structured, dogmatic; post-1525 form, made: little headway.“ By 
1530, in outlook and matters of .doctrine, the German and Netherlands 
Reformations were already worlds apart. The distinctive character of early 
Dutch Protestantism, a spiritual outlook which was to endure and retain its 
force despite the later onset of Calvinism, and become an integral part of 
the religious world of the:north Netherlands after 1572, was not so much 
Erasmian. and undogmatic—as has often been. claimed—as dogmatically 
pluriform and radically decentralized, a bewildering plethora of doctrines 
and standpoints with the lines between them continually fluid. In Groningen 
the term ‘Zwinglians’ was-:still being used as a generic term for all the 
Protestant streams collectively as late.as 1580.” 

Early Dutch Protestantism was so fluid that it was unable to fragment. In 
the 1530s only one doctrinal nft had any broad significance—that between 
mainstream Dutch crypto-Protestantism, on the one hand, and Anabaptism, 
on the other.*® Before 1530 no Protestants in the Low Countries were 
Anabaptists and. after 1530.only a small minority were. But only the 
Anabaptists, in their fervour, separated themselves from the rest of the 
community, refusing to attend church and forming their own prayer-gather- 
ings in defiance of the government.‘’? These were the Protestants who 
accepted the risks: and paid the price. Their defiance resulted in terrible 
persecution: which was to last more than three decades. But while their 
uncompromising. stance, and: vulnerability, ensured they remained a small 
minority of those who rejected the established Church, they were the 
majority of those who unreservedly laboured for a Reformation in the Low 
Countries, gaining a sense of moral superiority from suffering, and being in 
the forefront, whilst the rest,.to save themselves, held back. This created a 
paradoxical situation. Although a tiny minority—and doctrinally untypi- 
cal—they were, nevertheless, the vanguard of the Dutch Reformation 
during the long period of gestation between 1530 and the 1560s, except in 
East Friesland,““ where non-Anabaptist Dutch Protestant exiles, such as 
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Hinne Rode, could organize: freely, and .in Lutheran enclaves, along the 
Julich, Cleves, and Gelderland borders. 

The Anabaptist movement which arose first:in Zurich,.in the mid-1 520s; 
subsequently spread rapidly to other parts of Switzerland and Germany but 
did not reach the Low Countries until June 1530 when Melchior Hoffman 
arrived in Emden, from Strasburg, and spent several months organizing a 
community. Emden served as the hub of early Dutch Anabaptism. Entering 
Habsburg territory, Melchiorite converts, notably the tailor Sikke Freerks, 
working at Leeuwarden, and Jan: Volkertsz. Trijpmaker; at Amsterdam, 
established the original network of Anabaptist. communities in the Nether- 
lands. These early Dutch Anabaptist leaders were.soon eliminated: Freerks 
was beheaded, at: Leeuwarden, in March 1531, while Trijpmaker, and eight 
others of the Amsterdam community, were seized, sent to The Hague, and 
executed there, later in 1531. But the effect of these executions: enhanced 
rather than lessened the movement’s appéal. Communities rapidly took root 
especially in the northern part of Holland, Friesland, and, also, Groningen, 
then still outside the Habsburg Netherlands and where, until 1537,” 
Anabaptists were relatively safe. 

Melchiorite Anabaptism in the Netherlands, though fervent, was organiz- 
ationally and doctrinally a chaotic movement prone to fragment.®© It was 
radical not so much theologically as emotionally and psychologically. The 
intensifying repression in the Netherlands generated a frustration and 
pent-up iconoclastic fury which marked the Dutch Reformation off in yet 
another respect from the Reformation elsewhere. In the Low. Countries, 
around 1§30, those whose anger at having to bottle up their alienation from 
the old Church boiled over simply had nowhere to.turn except the 
Anabaptists. Those too aroused to keep quiet ended up in their midst, 
among them David Joris of Delft, one of the most remarkable figures of the 
Dutch Reformation, whose Lutheran phase (1524-8) already displayed 
frequent indications of activism, including harsh reproaches against those 
who knelt before images of the Virgin in the streets, and depositing 
Protestant texts in churches. Finally, he was forced to go into hiding, after 
causing an uproar. in Delft, shouting out protests against a religious 
procession in the street. Absorbing the activist impulse gave Anabaptism in 
the Netherlands a quite different role than in Germany or Switzerland 
where, on the whole, Anabaptism was socially and theologically a marginal 
factor. In the Low Countries, from 1530 to the late 1550s, Anabaptism 
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fulfilled a crucial function, acting as the Reformation’s arm and mouth- 
piece.s' Not a few Lutherans and Zwinglians went over to Anabaptism.* 

The movement rapidly split into those who expressed their rejection of the 
old Church, by taking up arms to assist the Almighty in the work of 
destroying an ungodly order, and those who preached passive defiance in 
the face of persecution.* It was especially the more militant wing which 
became infused with chiliastic yearnings and apocalyptic notions. Those 
who preached revolution, Jan Matthijsz, the prophet of Haarlem, and Jan 
Beuckelsz, the prophet of Leiden, stirred an agitation which they trans- 
ferred, at the beginning of 1534, to the Westphalian town of Miinster.™ 
Local Anabaptists together with recent Dutch arrivals took control of the 
town, expelling everyone who refused to undergo second baptism. From 
Miinster, a summons then went out to the Anabaptist communities in the 
Low Countries to come with their weapons, and wives, and help build the 
New Jerusalem. Hundreds of armed Anabaptists, including around 200 
from the Leiden area, streamed from Holland, Friesland, and also the Maas 
valley around Maastricht and Roermond, crossing the IJssel and Rhine on 
their way to Miinster,*> though many were intercepted by the authorities 
and dispersed. 

Once an organized siege began, Anabaptists from elsewhere could no 
longer reach the town. But the siege heightened the sense of being on the 
verge of a great, and violent, apocalyptic change. The ferment at Amster- 
dam (where, it was estimated, there were some 3,000 Anabaptists) produced 
an incident, in March 1534, when a small group ran naked through the city 
brandishing swords and menacing the godless.* The civic militia were called 
out, and a crack-down began. The first batch of executions took place in 
Haarlem and on the Dam, in Amsterdam, at the end of March. The radicals 
in Minster held out stubbornly, the siege dragging on for eighteen months, 
exerting an unsettling influence throughout the Dutch-speaking Nether- 
lands, including Flanders, as well as Jiilich-Cleves and Westphalia.*’ Besides 
Amsterdam and Haarlem, the ferment seethed with particular force in Delft, 
where the glass-painter David Joris was increasingly drawn into local 
Anabaptist gatherings while steering clear of Munsterite militancy. As with 
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Menno Simons in Friesland, the Munsterite rising inspired: in some a 
strongly pacifist reaction.* 

In March 1535, an armed band of some 300 Frisian. Anabaptists, 
including Pieter Simons, an elder brother of Menno, seized, and fortified, 
the Cistercian abbey of Oldeclooster; near Bolsward.*® Destroying the 
images and altars, they set up there their New Jerusalem. The Stadholder, 
Schenk von Tautenburg, besieged the abbey, using artillery to reduce its 
defenders. Many were dead when the abbey fell. Of the remainder, twenty- 
four men were hanged on the spot, or afterwards .beheaded, while the 
women were taken to a nearby river and executed by drowning. Another 
band, from Groningen, unable to reach Oldeclooster, unsuccessfully at- 
tacked the abbey of Warsum. These events, and the continuing Munsterite 
resistance, led to an intensification of persecution and successive waves of 
executions at Amsterdam, The Hague, Leiden, Maastricht, Li¢ge, Middel- 
burg, Deventer, and Wesel, in Cleves. On 10 May 1535, armed militants 
stormed the Amsterdam town hall and were only dislodged by the city 
authorities after a pitched battle which left dozens of dead and dying. 
Further executions followed. On 15 May, seven Anabaptist women were 
executed together, at Amsterdam, by drowning. 

The intensifying spiral of violence and repression, followed by the 
traumatic impact of the fall of Miinster, in the summer of 1535, plunged 
Dutch Anabaptism into its culminating spiritual crisis. The movement 
responded in different ways to the shock, splitting into warring fragments.© 
In the last phase of the Minster revolution, Jan of Leiden and other leaders 
had established a new social order, with a hierarchy of authority and a 
system of polygamous marriage. But the Miinster programme, and its 
violence, proved deeply divisive. In vain, the leaders of the splinter groups 
tried to reunify their movement, holding gatherings of delegates from all 
over the Netherlands and Westphalia, at Bocholt, in September 1536, and 
at Oldenburg in 1538." 

After Miinster, there were broadly five groups making up the world of 
Anabaptism in the Netherlands, and north-west Germany.” There were the 
Munsterites who adhered to the programme of Jan of Leiden, retaining his 
fanatical chiliastic expectations steeped in fierce eschatology and divine 
vengeance on the godless. Secondly, a still more extreme wing, active 
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terrorists, followed the lead: of Jan van Batenburg, an illegitimate son of a 
Dutch nobleman, in roaming the countryside in bands, raiding villages, 
monasteries, and. churches, in western Westphalia and the north Nether- 
lands. The “‘Batenburgers’ made a considerable impact even after Batenburg 
himself was caught, in 1537, and executed. In December 1535, some sixty 
armed radicals tried to seize the village of Hazerswoude, near Delft; ten were 
killed in the attempt, others captured, most escaped. 

On the pacifist side, there. were the original Melchiorites, the Davidites— 
or followers of David Joris—and, finally, at this stage mainly in Friesland 
and Groningen, and more rural in character, the followers of Obbe Philips 
and Menno Simons. An analysis of some seventy known Dutch Anabaptist 
teachers and leaders active in the years 1536-40 shows that at this time the 
followers of David Joris were the most important group and the Mennonites 
a lesser stream. At the Bocholt conference, in 1536, a meeting of some 
twenty-five delegates from Holland, Friesland, Groningen, Overijssel, Gel- 
derland, Jiilich-Cleves, and Westphalia, Joris led the pacifist opposition to 
the eschatology of godly vengeance on the godless, propounded by the 
Batenburgers and Munsterites.™ 

Remarkably, Joris survived in hiding, at Delft, with a huge price on his 
head, through the late 1530s. His movement was fiercely persecuted. A total 
of twenty-seven David-Jorists—including his mother—were executed, in 
Delft alone, in 1539; at least :another seventy-three of his followers—includ- 
ing thirteen in Haarlem—were executed in. Holland in the same year.®> The 
strain of the terror, judicial liquidation of his followers, and effects of lying 
still for long periods in unheated attics made him increasingly prone to 
visionary experiences. Despite the circumstances, he had some success in 
extending his influence in Holland, Friesland, and Utrecht, at one point 
winning over a whole group of former: Batenburgers. 

Although Joris’s message spread, his movement remained predominantly 
‘Holland-based and urban in character. Of 219 Davidites identified by 
scholarly research, some two-thirds lived in the main Holland towns.© 
Typically, though, they were ‘outsiders’, often migrant artisans from outside 
Holland. Most of Joris’s:adherents were artisans, especially cloth workers; 
a few were wealthy, even noble. The essentially urban character of the 
David-Jorists helps explain the most striking difference between this move- 
ment’ and the Anabaptism of Menno Simons which, subsequently, became 
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the mainstream of Dutch Anabaptism. Where the latter was fully separatist, 
and sectarian, in character,” segregating itself rigidly from the world of 
non-believers, Joris had little choice but to adapt to an-urban environment 
where insistence on gathering in separate conventicles was tantamount to 
self-destruction. Joris accordingly’allowed his followers to merge with their 
surroundings and attend Catholic churches, including conventional bapt- 
isms. 

This tension between Nicodemist compromise and unreserved commit- 
ment, leading to martyrdom, often arose ‘in Joris’s life and work. What, 
above all, his movement exemplifies is the hazardous nature of pacifist 
Anabaptism in the Dutch urban context of the time. Ultimately, the only 
viable alternative to Joris’s partial Nicodemism was the guerrilla warfare of 
the Batenburgers. Whilst he remained within the Anabaptist camp, Joris 
was irretrievably trapped in his spiritual dilemma. On the one hand, he 
shrank from the sacrifice inherent in undisguised defiance; on the other, he 
rebutted accusations that he urged his flock to conceal their beliefs and 
avoid martyrdom: ‘I advise no one that he should seek to keep-his own life 
here’, he wrote, ‘or that he should run from death . . . but instead to desire 
to stand against [his enemy] ready to be delivered up as sheep to the 
slaughter’. 

In 1539 Joris fled Delft, first to Haarlem, then Deventer, and, finally, 
Antwerp. There he found refuge in a noble household and took stock. From 
1540 onwards, Joris’s teaching increasingly diverged from its previous 
Anabaptist course.” The Nicodemist tendencies prevailed and he shifted to 
an essentially Spiritualist stance. At the heart of his new approach was a 
conviction of the duality of all reality and supremacy of inner truth over 
outward appearance. All external means, including sacraments and Scrip- 
ture itself, lost their centrality for Joris. Now, what mattered for him, as for 
all Spiritualists, was the direct entry of the Spirit of God into the hearts and 
minds of believers.” Although it is not known whether Joris was, at this 
time, directly influenced by the great German Spiritualists Sebastian Franck 
and Caspar von Schwenckfeld, it is evident these leaders were becoming 
known in the Low Countries at this time, and that, in the face of stiffer 
persecution than was to be encountered anywhere else. outside the Iberian 
peninsula, Spiritualism attained, from this point on, a position. of great 
importance in the Dutch Reformation. Joris finally parted ways with the 
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Anabaptist movement in 1544 when he moved to Basel, where he spent the 
remainder of his life. 

After 1540, mainstream Dutch Anabaptism followed the lead of the 
Frisian movement of Obbe and Dirk: Philips and Menno Simons. Pacifist 
Anabaptism was now firmly entrenched in Holland, Utrecht, and Overijssel, 
as well as further south in Antwerp, Flanders, and, sporadically, in the 
Walloon area. But it was.in Friesland and Groningen that the movement 
was .to:consolidate. Menno Simons (c.1496-1561), arguably the greatest 
figure. of the Dutch Reformation, was also in many ways a profoundly 
representative figure. Privately, as he recorded later, he had been won over 
by Luther’s doctrines, by the early 1520s.’ Subsequently, like many Dutch 
crypto-Protestants, he discarded Luther for Zwingli. Finally, around 1531, 
he rejected the Zwinglian-Buceran approach in favour of Anabaptist teach- 
ing.” Nevertheless (like many others) he remained outwardly loyal to the 
old Church and remained the Catholic parish priest at the village of 
Witmarsum in Friesland. In 1534-5 he preached fervently against the 
violence of the Munsterites.”? Only in 1536, after being a crypto-Protestant 
for more than a decade, did he finally break openly with the Catholic 
Church. Joining the Anabaptists, he fled to Groningen only to find, a year 
later, that Habsburg persecution followed him there. He then reverted to a 
clandestine existence in Friesland. It was here that he wrote his principal 
work, the Fondament-Boeck (1539), known to modern American Men- 
nonites as the The Foundation of Christian Doctrine. In the years 1541-3, 
Menno laboured mainly in Amsterdam, after 1543, chiefly in north-west 
Germany, carving out a zone of influence extending from Cologne as far 
east as Litbeck, on the Baltic coast. But Menno continued to visit the north 
of the Habsburg Netherlands, as well as Emden, intermittently and re- 
mained in touch with the Dutch communities by letter. 

Menno, assisted by Dirk Philips, stabilized and reinvigorated Dutch 
Anabaptism. Though it cannot be said that he built a great system of 
theology, he did set out pacifist Anabaptist teaching in a more orderly 
manner than had been done before, the Fondament-Boeck being for the 
Anabaptists what Calvin’s Institutes was for the Calvinists.“ He was not a 
great scholar or biblical exegete. His greatness lay chiefly in his personality 
and ability, through his writing and life-style, to propagate a vision of 
practical holiness and submission to the congregation, a vision of a 
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disciplined, sober life-style, based on Scripture.”> What Menno asked of the 
believer was humility and the faithful practice of a Christian way of life as 
he understood Christ to have lived and taught it. Of women, he asked also 
that they avoid ‘all unnecessary adornment and display, making or desiring 
no other clothes than those which are necessary’.” His inspiration has 
continued to be a force in the Christian world until the present day. 

Menno denounced violence. But it cannot be said that he was passive in 
his attitude to the Habsburg government and the established Church. On 
the contrary, there is a sense in which he took up the fight of the Munsterites 
whilst rejecting their weapons. His weapon was the pen. In the late 1530s, 
in Friesland, Menno completed a series of works (in Dutch), and ‘took a 
keen interest in their distribution throughout the Netherlands. One of his 
chief helpers in Amsterdam, Jan Claeszoon, was a bookseller and zealous 
distributor of his writings, until his arrest and execution in’1544, shortly 
after Menno’s flight to Germany. Menno’s writings were addressed to the 
Habsburg authorities and general public, as well as to the Anabaptist 
faithful, and were not just an exposition of theology but a form of 
counter-offensive against the persecution to which he and his followers were 
being subjected. In his Fondament-Boeck, he urges the secular and ecclesias- 
tical authorities to ‘humble yourselves in the name of Jesus’: ‘examine, I say, 
our doctrine, and you will find, through the grace of God, that it is the pure 
and unadulterated teaching of Christ, the holy Word, the sword of the Spirit 
by which all must be judged that dwell upon the earth'.”” Menno may have 
been a pacifist but, like the Anabaptist militants and Batenburgers, he urged 
his followers to acknowledge no government other than that of Christ.” 
Menno’s attack was directed not only against secular authorities and the 
Catholic Church, which he regarded as an abomination, but also against 
Luther and Bucer, false prophets, as he saw them, who professed to be 
renewing Christianity on the basis of Scripture, whilst, in fact, disregarding 
Scripture. He emphasizes this not least in his discussion of infant baptism: 
Luther and Bucer subscribe to the same doctrine on infant baptism as the 
Catholic Church and by doing so discredit themselves, ‘for we know, by the 
Grace of God, that there is not one jot of Scripture with which they can 
support it’? | 

Dirk Philips (1504-68), like Menno, was a Frisian, pacifist, advocate of 
discipline and the congregation, and wielder of the pen against the estab- 
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lished order. An eager scholar, he was better acquainted than Menno with 
the works of Erasmus and Luther and no less tireless as an organizer and 
preacher. He was also more authoritarian and placed greater emphasis on 
the submission of the individual to the congregation and elders. His 
Enchiridion, like the Fondament-Boeck a. general statement of the pacifist 
Anabaptist position, is one-of the bulkiest as well as most important works 
of the Dutch Reformation.” 

The new emphasis on orderliness.and discipline gave Menno’s Anabapt- 
ism durability and a greater capacity to expand than any previous German 
or. Dutch Anabaptist: movement. Through Menno’s writings, written in a 
simple Dutch, and their system of employing full-time itinerant preachers, 
and by establishing a ‘strong hierarchy of authority, Menno and Dirk built 
a relatively cohesive movement not only in the northern Netherlands but 
also in the. Dutch-speaking south and adjoining parts of Westphalia and 
East Friesland. In:Flanders, the initial Anabaptist upsurge, in the wake of 
Miinster, was. virtually extinguished by severe persecution, particularly in 
1§38. But: from:around: 1550, Flemish Anabaptism revived, inspired by 
Menno’s teachings and the vigorous proselytizing of his deputies, notably 
Leenaert Bouwens, who was constantly on the move, and Gillis van Aken, 
who plied ceaselessly between Aachen, Antwerp, Ghent, and Kortrijk.” 

In. Friesland, a peripheral province where persecution was perfunctory, 
large numbers of ordinary folk flocked to the Mennonites. By the late 
sixteenth century, the indications are, the. Anabaptists accounted for as 
much as 20 per cent, or even 25 per cent, of the Frisian population.” By 
contrast, in the inner provinces, the Anabaptists’ defiance of government 
and established Church ensured that the Anabaptists supplied most of those 
who fell victim to the persecution—in the south as in the north. At Antwerp 
161 persons. were executed for heresy between 1522 and 1565, including six 
‘Lutherans’, a dozen Calvinists, and 139 Anabaptists of various hues. Of 
fifty-six martyrs executed at Ghent, fifty were Anabaptists, a pattern 
repeated throughout the county of Flanders.*? The pattern was’ the same 
around Maastricht and Roermond, in the Maas valley, and the Dutch- 
speaking north of the bishopric of. Liége where Anabaptism (like Lutheran- 
Zwinglian influence) was much stronger than in the French-speaking areas 
further south. In Friesland the total number of martyrs was a few dozen but 
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nearly all were Anabaptists. In Holland, executions were fairly numerous in 
the 1530s and 1540s;*4 but again mostly of Anabaptists. 

But the nature of the religious crisis gripping the Netherlands by the 1540s 
cannot be grasped by looking at the pattern of executions. Anabaptists 
constituted a small proportion of the population and included. no humanists, 
office-holders, or regents, and few merchants or.educated:.men. The real 
crisis, no less frightening to the first Calvinist preachers, in the 1550s, than 
to the government and Inquisition, was the silent, and pluriform, defection 
of the highly educated, of the country’s élites, and of a great part of the 
general public, from the old Church.: Many of the premisses of the Ana- 
baptists differed little from those of the mass-of those who rejected the exist- 
ing Church inwardly. The real difference between Anabaptists and the rest 
was that the former physically separated themselves from the Church, setting 
up their own organization, while the majority, crypto-Protestants.and Ni- 
codemists, stuck to intermediate solutions, paths passing noncommittally 
between the Reformation and Catholicism. The first- Calvinist preachers, 
such as Guy de Brés, labouring in Valenciennes and Tournai, were appalled 
to find, wherever they turned, not only Anabaptists and David- Jorists but 
great numbers of semi-Lutherans, “Libertines’, ‘Epicureans’, and, still worse 
in de Brés’s view, Nicodemists and confirmed dissimulators.*° 

It was natural, certainly in the core provinces, that office-holders, regents, 
nobles, and, not least, nominally Catholic priests should be reluctant to defy 
the Habsburg regime by openly championing Protestantism. Among the 
higher nobility, only such nobles as Hendrik van Brederode, at Vianen, or 
the count of Culemborg, who entertained no hope of winning the ruler’s 
favour, or high offices, and who felt safe in the judicial autonomy of their 
lordships (eventually) became more or less open about their Protestant 
sympathies.*’ In general, the broad response of the Netherlands élites was 
to strive for one or another theological via media, enabling them to reject 
the old Church inwardly, and partake of new theologies, while, at the same 
time, outwardly conforming to Catholicism. In the northern peripheral 
provinces where the royal grip on the judicial process was weak, less subtlety 
was required. A few Anabaptists were executed in-the three Lssel cities in 
the 1530s. But even at Kampen, where persecution lingered longest, it had 
effectively ceased by 1543. After that, neither ‘Lutherans’, nor. Reformed, 
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nor Anabaptists were prosecuted in Overijssel until the coming of Alva. The 
city magistrates almost openly tolerated Protestant activity. An attempt by 
Catholic clergy to force the removal of a well-known crypto-Lutheran 
preacher from Kampen, in 1539, provoked a riot and was thwarted by the 
magistracy. By the 1540s there was practically no further attempt by the 
drosten of Overijssel to enforce the anti-heresy placards. In Gelderland the 
position: was much the same.®: « 

Broadly, the'religious situation in the Low Countries in the mid-sixteenth 
century, before the rise of Calvinism, paralleled that prevailing in: Westpha- 
lia and the-North Rhine region of Germany: in (large parts of ) both areas 
the old faith was staunchly upheld: by the State; but, in- society, Catholic 
support. was generally weak except in the Walloon provinces and French- 
speaking parts of Liége, areas much: less subject.to Protestantizing printing 
and where the early Reformation -had had less impact. In the Dutch- 
speaking Netherlands. and. adjoining parts of Germany—where forms of 
Low German were spoken which were close to the Oosters of the north-east 
Low Countries—Protestantism of diverse hues was everywhere widespread. 
On both sides of the Dutch-German border. (which was itself not clearly 
defined), there were many districts where no significant .persecution of 
Protestants could be enforced. Much of ‘Westphalia, and the North Rhine, 
were dominated by the ecclesiastical princes of Cologne, Miinster, Osna- 
briick, and Paderborn, rulers who remained firm allies of the Emperor in 
combating the Reformation. The Reformation, consequently, in Westphalia 
as in the Netherlands, developed in a fragmented fashion, from below rather 
than, as in most of Germany and Scandinavia, from above.” Though 
seemingly a special case owing to the Anabaptist revolution of 1534-5, the 
city of Minster was already predominantly Lutheran before the Anabaptist 
take-over, and Protestantism of various kinds. remained widespread in 
the Miinsterland until the early seventeenth century.°?’ Cologne, conscious 
of its trade. links with the Habsburg Netherlands, and host to an arch- 
conservative, anti-Erasmian university, did remain loyal to the old Church, 
but nevertheless had to compromise with Protestantism while in the other 
cities of the region—Aachen, Emden, Bremen, Paderborn, Wesel, and 
Osnabriick (which was largely Lutheran by the 1540s)—the Protestant 
upsurge was stronger. Finally, besides East Friesland, there was a smatter- 
ing of loosely Protestant lordships, including the county of Bentheim (with 
Steinfurt), which became officially Lutheran in 1544,” scattered along the 
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length-of the border, from:Emden to Aachen, wedged between the ecclesias- 
tical states and the Habsburg: Netherlands. : 


SPIRITUALISM AND ‘THE IMPACT OF PERSECUTION 


In the-core provinces of the: Habsburg: Netherlands a variety of spiritual and 
intellectual strategies were available by which the educated individual could 
hope to transcend .the.Catholic—Protestant divide. One recourse favoured by 
nobles and regents .was. that: of, the politiques.® :The arch-politique un- 
doubtedly was William the Silent, the greatest nobleman of the Netherlands, 
who not only believed that forcing the individual conscience was wrong, but, 
by the early 1560s, was prepared :to: assert, in the Council of State, in 
Brussels, that repression of the individual conscience had no -place in the 
proper government of the country and that enforcement of the anti-heresy 
placards should be ‘halted. Even before he: married the Lutheran heiress 
Anna of Saxony, in 1561, William intimated:to the German Protestant 
princes that he was a ‘Lutheran’ at heart (as his father had been),% though 
what he meant by this was that his sympathies were broadly Protestant in 
a loose, non-confessional sense. He met avowed Protestants in secret; at 
Antwerp, -to confer over how to block the religious policy of the Habsburg 
government. In his own sovereign principality of Orange, in: southern 
France, he introduced -a ‘limited: toleration of Calvinist Protestantism as 
early as 1563. 

But the politique stance of a. William of Orange was essentially:a political 
stance tinged with incipient notions of raison d'état and toleration. A great 
many Netherlanders who were:.office-holders, magistrates, clergymen, or 
prominent merchants, academics, and artists needed a via media which was 
spiritually more uplifting, theologically more satisfying, than mere non- 
commitment, evasion, and compromise.” It is this that explains the growing 
appeal in the Low Countries of the irenic, Spiritualist tendencies arising 
from the German Reformation, in opposition to Luther and Zwingli, 
claiming a gap between outward reality which is superficial and false, and 
inner truth, a disjunction of body and spirit.* In Germany, the Spiritualist 
tendency springing from Sebastian Franck and Caspar von Schwenkfeld in 
the long run proved marginal. But, in the Netherlands, owing to the very 
different political situation, Spiritualism emerged as one of the major 
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strands of the Reformation. David Joris’s Wonder-Boeck (1542), saturated 
with Spiritualist mysticism, transfigured the human body into its spiritual 
opposite, generating inner force and light, united, in joy, with God, 
stripping faith of practically the whole of traditional Christian dogma.*’ The 
later Joris unwaveringly advocated outward conformity with the established 
Church and seeking spiritual truth only inwardly.“ Another influential 
stream was that of the Familists, or Huys der Liefde (Familia Caritatis, or 
Family of Love), founded by Hendrik Niclaes (1502-c.1580).” Niclaes, who 
founded his movement at Amsterdam in 1540, chiefly resided, over the next 
twenty years, at Emden, then, in the 1560s, at Kampen and Rotterdam, and, 
finally, Cologne. An affluent merchant with followers and contacts all over 
the Netherlands and Westphalia, he taught outward conformity with 
whatever established Church prevailed where one lived." He and his 
followers eschewed confrontation, martyrdom, and proseltyzing, deeming 
salvation a purely inner, personal process, arising from direct communion 
with God. Being inwardly separate but concealing this, the movement 
appealed to leading Spanish New Christian merchants at Antwerp, such as 
Luis and Marcos Perez, as well as such intellectual luminaries as Chris- 
topher Plantin, the great Antwerp printer, the geographer Abraham Orte- 
lius, the celebrated humanist Lipsius, and Benito Arias Montano, the 
Spanish humanist resident in the Netherlands." 

Other Spiritualist, mystical streams flowed from different sources. The 
Frisian jurist Aggaeus van Albada (c.1525-87), who became a councillor of 
the Hof of Friesland in 1533, had, as a young man studying in Germany, 
been inspired by von Schwenkfeld, whose following in towns such as 
Strasburg and Ulm included a high proportion of patricians and nobles. 
Albada wanted a church of discreet sophisticates meeting in informal 
conventicles, dispensing with ritual and clergy, where the New Testament 
would be imbibed in a tranquil atmosphere.'” Despite the similarities 
between his stance and theirs, he stood apart from the Familists and 
Niclaes. Albada was- exceptional in his avowed commitment to toleration 
and refusal to persecute heretics. By 1559 his unorthodox opinions had be- 
come sufficiently conspicuous for him to be dismissed from his post, though 
he was not otherwise interfered with. But foremost among the Spiritual- 
ists was Dirk Volckertsz. Coornhert,.one of the outstanding figures of 


7 Joris, Wonder-Boeck, i. 68-9 and ii. 71-86. 
* Zijp, ‘Spiritualisme in de 16e eeuw’, 79. 

® Tbid. 83-4; Simon, ‘Hendrik Niclaes’, 434-6. 
'® Hamilton, Family of Love, 39. 

'" Thid. 70-1, 97, 106. 

2 Bergsma, Aggaeus van Albada, 4-5. 


98 The Making of the Republic, 1477-1588 


the Dutch Reformation. The son of a merchant, born at Amsterdam in 1522, 
he first.encountered Protestant ideas in Vianen, in the early 1540s, at the 
court of Reinoud van Brederode, one of whose mistresses was Coornhert’s 
sister-in-law. At Haarlem, where he settled. in the mid-1540s, he was in close 
contact over many years.with Niclaes, who lodged with him several times, as 
well-as with the Spiritualist. artist Maarten:.van Heemskerck. Coornhert 
played a notable role in.1566, in dissuading the Iconoclasts from attacking 
Haarlem’s churches. He was a fiercely independent spirit (see illustr. §) who 
opposed both the. Lutheran and Calvinist Reformations, advocating remain- 
ing within the Catholic Church whilst adhering to Spiritualist.and toleration- 
ist ideas sharply at variance with Counter-Reformation Catholic teaching but 
yet supporting the Revolt against Philip II. He was the-most fervent Dutch 
champion of religious toleration of the Revolt period, advocating toleration 
on religious grounds, as did the other Spiritualist, and Anabaptist, leaders, 
citing passages from the Bible in its defence.'°> While adhering to.a theology 
with many affinities with that of Niclaes and Albada;-Coornhert recoiled 
from. the Family of Love, David-Jorists, and Schwenckfeldians, as too 
hierarchical and fixated on the personalities of their leaders.'“ 

Coornhert’s critique of the Family of Love and its bible—Niclaes’s Glass 
of Righteousness—culminated in his Little Glass of. Unrighteousness (1579), 
accusing Niclaes of presumption in claiming his own. words as a new Gospel 
and his spiritual leadership as indispensable. Niclaes’s megalomania indeed 
undermined the Family of Love, most of his prominent followers defecting 
in the wake of Hendrik Jansen van Barrefelt, a: disciple who broke with 
Niclaes in 1573. But Coornhert’s rejection of the main Spiritualist streams 
went beyond issues of personality, and leadership. He rejected the quest for 
‘safe tranquility’.and the Familists’ reluctance to propagate. their teachings 
widely.'°> Like other Spiritualists, Coornhert distinguished between outer 
religion of ceremonies and inner religion of truth. But he was truer to the 
Erasmian roots of the movement in rejecting all necessity for an interpreter 
of God’s Word to mediate between the individual and the Almighty. In 
contrast to Catholics and Protestants, Coornhert rejected original sin and 
predestination; seeing man as free and capable of improvement.'* True 
religion, for Coornhert, lay in the individual’s subjection to God, praise of 
God, and imitation of God. Where the Family of Love upheld a political 
philosophy approving the right of the secular authority to impose a single 
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religion, exercise censorship, and punish those who rebelled outwarily 
against the public Church, Coornhert insisted the: magistrate possessed no 
such right and that such doctrines. should be combated. On those who saw 
the path, it was encumbent to work at enlightening their fellow men. 

By the late 1540s, Coornhert and his circle were developing a biblically 
based, non-dogmatic piety, focusing on the individual’s spiritual striving, 
and efforts to. gain salvation, dispensing with organized religion.'” One of 
the main methods of propagating Coornhert’s mystical, Erasmian Chris- 
tianity was. through the many prints hehelped to produce and publish,'® 
including the notable series executed in 1550, in collaboration with Van 
Heemskerck: (1498-1574), depicting the stages by which the individual 
strives for, and attains, redemption. 

Internalization of the Reformation flourished the more as repression of 
heresy intensified. In 1545, dissatisfied with the results thus far, the Emperor 
decided to set up a network of regional tribunals of the Inquisition capable 
of initiating large:numbers of prosecutions, as in Spain. Lack of personnel 
and resources,: together with the reluctance of the provincial and civic 
authorities :to co-operate, meant that this network of tribunals in the 
Netherlands. was installed only slowly, step by step, and by the 1550s it was 
still only in a few provinces that the Inquisition was actively engaged in the 
fight against heresy. In April 1550, to clarify the legal position, the Crown 
issued its ‘eternal edict’ laying down the death sentence and.confiscation of 
all goods for heresy and distributing heretical literature." Under the decree, 
men who confessed to heresy were to be beheaded, women buried alive; 
those who remained obstinate, refusing to confess, were to be burnt alive. 

‘The most active: of the tribunals from the late 1540s down to the crisis of 
1565-6 was that of Flanders, where Pieter Titelmans (1501-72) was installed 
as inquisitor in 1545.''° An ardent foe of heresy, who strove tirelessly with 
a small staff.and limited resources, to step up the repression, he continually 
toured the province, and districts of Lille, Tournai, and Douai, gathering 
information, arresting suspects, . interrogating witnesses, and arranging 
trials. His.strategy was to target key groups, especially booksellers, rhetoric 
chambers, and members of Anabaptist congregations. In the decade 1550- 
59 Fitelmans processed 494 trials for heresy and was responsible for over 
half the total number of executions for heresy, 105 out of 200, carried out 
in Flanders. He showed what the Inquisition could achieve, but, as Sonnius 
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acknowledged, there was little prospect, given the political and legal 
obstruction, of accomplishing similar things north of the rivers, in provinces 
such as Holland, Gelderland, and Friesland.’ The executions greatly 
disturbed the general public, the ‘Inquisition’ becoming deeply feared in 
provinces where it was inactive, such as Friesland and Groningen, as well 
as where it operated. It was so. unpopular that on a number of occasions 
angry crowds forcibly released prisoners, attacking Inquisition staff and the 
soldiers escorting them. In addition the Inquisition was widely regarded as 
infringing the privileges of the provinces and towns. The principle, shocking 
to regent and general opinion alike, that convicted heretics should lose all 
their property, thereby punishing the families, as well as the -persons, of 
heretics, had already been introduced by ‘the Crown, through the provincial 
high courts, in the 1530s. But the Inquisition broke new ground in taking 
prosecutions out of the hands of the civic magistrates and, indeed, ‘often 
removing suspects from the towns of which they were burghers: 

To those responsible for enforcing Charles. V’s. policies in the Low 
Countries it was evident that brute repression in itself could neither arrest 
the advance of Protestant heresy nor save the Catholic Church in the region. 
In all about 1,300 persons were executed for heresy in the Habsburg Low 
Countries between 1523 and 1565'’—slhghtly more than: were executed 
afterwards, during the years of Alva’s repression—but plainly this was 
merely the tip of the iceberg. The authorities saw that what was needed was 
a radical reorganization of the Netherlands Church to strengthen it and 
block the further progress of Protestantism. It was at the council of Trent, 
during the second sitting, from May 1551 to April 1552, that Franciscus 
Sonnius, who was with the Netherlands delegation, first presented a com- 
prehensive scheme for a reorganized episcopal structure.'? The idea was-not 
in itself new. But Sonnius’ concept whereby the costs of the new bishoprics, 
and seminaries to go with them, would be. financed: from reallocated 
revenues of monasteries and abbeys involved a far-reaching, structural 
transformation.'* Difficulties, however, delayed. implementation, not least 
the bitter quarrel between Charles V and Pope Julius III, and pressures of 
the war with France. But Philip II proved a more energetic sponsor of the 
idea than his father and, from- 1556, amid great secrecy, plans for. imple- 
menting Sonnius’ scheme were drawn up in Brussels and, in April 1559, 
‘these finally met with the Papacy’s approval. 
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The sense of urgency behind ‘the government’s new bishoprics proposals 
arose from the realization, by the late. 1550s, that even outwardly the official 
Church. .was crumbling. The spiritual crisis gripping the Netherlands was 
now entering a new phase: a growing boycott of the official Church. There 
was evidence of a massive falling off in numbers taking holy communion at 
Amsterdam." A leading inquisitor, Wilhelmus Lindanus, reported in 1559 
that the number of congregants who fulfilled their Easter obligations at 
Leeuwarden that year amounted to thousands less than the equivalent figure 
of a few years before:'’® At Sneek it was estimated. that regular church 
attendance had _ fallen. off, in a few years, by a quarter. At. Dokkum, 
congregations were reportedly down by a half: The government in Brussels 
began giving more attention to methods of enforcing church attendance on 
the population. The States of Holland were appalled to hear a government 
proposal, in April 1564, whereby offenders reprimanded for absenteeism 
from church, who then failed to attend mass for four consecutive months, 
‘should be banned from the land of Holland with confiscation of their 
goods’."'’? J was an unenforceable proposal but also.a sign of .Philip’s 
unshakeable resolve. 


THE RISE OF CALVINISM 


Until the 1550s. Calvinism was a minor factor in the Low Countries 
Reformation except in the.case of a few Walloon towns, notably Valencien- 
nes and Tournai, where Calvinism appeared on the scene, and set down 
deep roots, as early as the mid 1540s.'" It has long been supposed by 
historians that the predominantly Calvinist character of the later Dutch 
Reformation must have derived from these.early advances in Wallonia and 
that, therefore, Calvinism entered the Dutch-speaking area essentially from 
France. Recent research has shown, however, that this was, in fact, not the 
case and that intellectual and religious interaction across the language line 
in the southern Netherlands was comparatively weak. Even in the. parts of 
Dutch-speaking Flanders immediately adjoining the Walloon area, the main 
impulse behind the rise of the Reformed Church to dominance within the 
Netherlands Reformation flowed not from the Walloon towns but the 
Dutch-speaking refugee churches in London and in Germany.'’? In London, 
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the advance of Calvinism among the Netherlands refugees was interrupted, 
in 1553, when Mary Tudor-came to the throne and a Catholic reaction set 
in. But this only strengthened the growing Calvinist tendency among the 
German refugee churches whither the leading exiles from London now went. 
Calvinism in the Dutch refugee churches in Germany—at Emden, Wesel, 
Duisburg, Frankfurt, and Frankenthal—was grafted on to an earlier Re- 
formed tradition, a mélange of Buceran and Zwinglian influences which 
remained a vital part of the Dutch, as of the German and Swiss, Reformed 
traditions. The Reformed movement in the Netherlands was thus by no 
means purely Calvinist in origin and, in its early stages, had few direct links 
with Calvin, Geneva,:or with French Protestantism. 

The men who were ‘to lead the Reformed Church to triumph in a large 
part of the Netherlands tended to be refugees who spent long periods, 
especially during the 1550s, in Germany. Thus, for example, Pieter Dathe- 
nus (1531-88), one of the principal leaders of the Calvinists in Antwerp in 
1566, and of the Calvinist revolution in Ghent in the late 1570s, and who 
was to become a bitter adversary of the church policy of William the Silent, 
was a former Carmelite monk who fled Flanders around 1551 and served in 
the years 1555-62 as a Reformed preacher in the refugee church at 
Frankfurt, from where he maintained contact with Reformed communities 
all over Germany as well as with Geneva.'* Herman Moded, the key figure 
in fomenting Calvinism at Antwerp, before 1566, was also a refugee, 
formerly a priest; he learnt his Reformed Protestantism at Emden, perhaps 
the most crucia! of all the refugee churches in Germany. 

Emden before the Reformation had been an insignificant town of only 
around 4,000 inhabitants. Under the rule of Count Enno of East Friesland 
(1528-40), both the town and East Friesland as a whole had become 
officially Lutheran. But under Enno’s successor, Countess Anna, there had 
been a change of direction and she chad invited the anti-Lutheran Polish 
Reformer John a Lasco to take charge of the East Frisian Church. Lasco 
introduced a new blend of Reformation in East Friesland, by turning to the 
confessions, and church orders, of the Buceran-Zwinglian tradition, discard- 
ing the Lutheran model. He took up doctrinal cudgels against the Anabap- 
tists, Catholics, and Lutherans and, after public disputations with the 
David-Jorists (and, in 1544, with Menno himself), obtained the formal 
suppression of Anabaptism in East Friesland. In 1544 Lasco established the 
church council, or Kirchenrat, and confession, of Emden, one of the 
principal sources for the later consistory, and Reformed doctrine, of ‘the 
Netherlands.'*' The advance of Reformed Protestantism in East Friesland 
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was interrupted, however, by Charles V’s victory in the Schmalkaldic War 
of 1546-8, which ended in an accommodation between the Emperor and the 
Lutherans, at the expense of the rest of the Reformation, and which forced 
Countess Anna to revert, officially, to Lutheranism: Lasco and other leaders 
of the East Frisian Reformed tradition then migrated to London where, 
among the newly formed Dutch refugee church, they helped forge a church 
order, and, confession, based heavily.on Genevan practice and the theology 
of Calvin. Then, after 1552, the church in East Friesland veered back 
towards the Reformed camp and, after the Catholic reaction began,. in 
England, under Queen Mary, Lasco and his helpers resumed where.they had 
left off, in Emden. During the 1550s, the Dutch refugee congregations in 
Germany were the bastion of the Reformed movement for the whole of the 
Dutch-speaking Netherlands.'” As its confessional stance became more 
sharply defined, the East Frisian Reformed Church also became more 
intolerant: the remaining Catholic priests were expelled in 1557, the Spirit- 
ualist leader, Niclaes, in 1560. At the same time, the town grew appreciably 
in population and commercial importance, owing to an influx of large 
numbers of merchants and seamen, as well as religious refugees, from the 
Habsburg Low Countries, tightening the already close links between Emden 
and the Dutch seaboard. . 
Doctrinally, the strength of Calvinism, which by the 1550s had eclipsed 
(but also absorbed) the Buceran and Zwinglian strands of the Reformation 
in northern Europe, sprang from its clear, systematic exposition, above all 
in Calvin’s great work, the Institutes, its ability to provide that stable and 
orderly structure, both in dogma and organization, needed to counter the 
fragmentation, and proliferation of theological tendencies, so characteristic 
of the early Netherlands Reformation. Those dismayed by the profusion of 
Reformations around them found the antidote for which they thirsted in 
Calvin. Thus Calvinism built on, and absorbed into itself, a large part of the 
vague, unstructured Protestantism which had for decades pervaded all parts 
of the Low Countries. By contrast in rural areas untouched by industrial 
activity, seafaring, and fishing, purely agricultural villages such as one found 
here and there in Flanders, Brabant, and the Walloon country, and more 
extensively in Luxemburg, east Overijssel, and Drenthe, localities where 
humanism and the early Dutch Reformation had had little or no impact, 
Calvinism too mostly failed to take root.'# | 
Nevertheless, the visible triumph of Netherlands Calvinism in the 1550s 
was still largely confined to the refugee churches abroad. The trend towards 
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a firm set of teachings, and stable organization, depended heavily on the 
successful forging of consistories, with elders and ordained preachers, and 
this, for the moment, was both a dangerous and difficult activity within the 
borders of the Habsburg Netherlands and prince-bishopric of Liége. In the 
late 1550s, organized Calvinist congregations, in contact with each other, 
and the refugee churches in Germany—or with French: Protestantism, in the 
case of the Walloon area—existed in a few Walloon towns, and Antwerp, 
but hardly anywhere else. 

After 1559, Calvinism in the Low Countries gained fresh impetus, from 
the rapid advance of Calvinism in France, Britain, and Germany, and the 
weakening of Habsburg authority within the Netherlands. During the early 
1560s organized clandestine congregations took shape in Flanders at Ghent, 
Ostend, Hulst, Oudenaarde, Hondschoote, and Bruges, in Brabant at 
Brussels, Mechelen, and Breda, at Middelburg and Flushing, and, more 
tentatively, in Holland, at Amsterdam, Enkhuizen, and Alkmaar. Clearly, 
the rise of Calvinism, before 1565, was much less pronounced north of the 
rivers than in Flanders, Antwerp, and the Walloon area. Nevertheless, 
because'so many of the trained preachers, working in, and around, the 
Dutch language area were now tied doctrinally to the Reformed stream of 
Protestantism, Calvinism exerted an imminent, or potential, dominance also 
north of the rivers. As the grip of the Habsburg government loosened during 
the early 1560s, and Protestant preaching and other activity could come out 
into the open, as happened in 1566, it was predictable that Calvinism would 
play the dominant role. 

With the proliferation of consistories, Calvinism in ‘the Low Countries 
began to organize over a wider area, and tighten its doctrinal cohesion 
further. A series of clandestine synods were convened, mainly at Antwerp, 
during the early 1560s. A development of particular importance was the 
drawing up of what became known as the Netherlands Confession of Faith 
(Confessio Belgica) by Guy de Brés, preacher of the Calvinist congregation 
at Valenciennes, in 1561, and its rapid acceptance as the creed of the 
Reformed congregations throughout the Netherlands. The text exerted a 
powerful impact not only during the early rise of Calvinism in the Low 
Countries but, as a cultural and educational tool, throughout the sub- 
sequent history of Dutch Protestantism.'> The first Dutch edition was 
printed at Emden, early in 1562, eloquent testimony to the pivotal role of 
East Friesland in the onset of the Dutch Reformation. 
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From the late 1550s Calvinism emerged as the strongest force in Nether- 
lands Protestantism. With its clear doctrines and formidable structure it 
made it possible for Protestantism in the Low. Countries to organize into a 
more powerful movement than had been seen previously. Yet while it partly 
absorbed, it by no means wholly displaced, the looser, more diffuse 
tendencies of the past, creating a deep tension between tightly controlled 
and ‘libertine’ tendencies which was to remain at the heart of Dutch 
Protestantism throughout the modern era. 
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Society before the Revolt 
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THE LAND, RURAL SOCIETY, AND AGRICULTURE 


broad tendency developed, from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries 
onwards, throughout the Low Countries towards freeing the peas- 
antry from feudal ties and obligations. Land reclamation, and colonization 
of new areas, in Flanders and Brabant, as well as north of the rivers, 
together with the high level of urbanization, led the nobility and Church to 
offer attractive terms, and free status, in order to coax peasant farmers to 
work newly cultivated areas (and others to remain on older land) as well as 
counter the attraction of migration to newly colonized regions of Germany.’ 
Thus, at a faster rate than in France or England, it became usual, in the 
greater part of the Netherlands, north and south, to lease lands out to 
peasant farmers, free from seigneurial control, for plain money rents. 
While seigneurial ties dissolved in the south and centre, in the northernmost 
areas—Friesland, West Friesland, Groningen—feudal forms and institu- 
tions had never gained any hold. Consequently, by 1500, the larger part of 
the Low Countries was a country in which most of the land was held in fee 
simple and the bulk of the peasantry were free.” Everywhere, in the west and 
north, the tendency was to parcellize the land into small plots, whether it 
belonged to nobles, the Church, town-dwellers, or to small farmers them- 
selves. In the newly colonized areas of the polders, the countryside became 
covered with large numbers of medium-sized farmhouses, built according to 
typical styles in each area, on small parcels of land, of standard size, deemed 
sufficient to support individual families. It was a trend which minimized 
both seigneurial influence and the pull of village institutions. Away from the 
polders, ancient common fields and pastures existed here and there but, 
except on the Frisian Islands and the sandy-soil Gooi district near Amster- 
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dam, only as a small remnant of what there had once been. Most of the 
common land had been parcelled out to small farmers too. 

The whole Netherlands was thus a land of comparatively weak seigneurial 
control of the land, ‘characterized, especially in the highly urbanized 
provinces, by.a prevailing pattern of short-term leases of farms for money 
rents. In-:addition, the north, this time in contrast to the south, was marked 
by a relative absence of large, consolidated blocks of land belonging to great 
nobles. If the high nobility of the Burgundian and Habsburg Netherlands 
were orientated chiefly towards the south this was because their lands and 
influence were more extensive there. It is true that a few of the greatest 
families had sizeable holdings in both south and north. But this was still 
with a pronounced tilt towards the south. When the Prince of Orange’s 
lands were confiscated by the Habsburg regime .in 1567—and he was by far 
the richest nobleman in the Low Countries—it was found that his lands in 
Flanders, Brabant, Luxemburg, and Wallonia produced more than twice as 
much revenue as his lands north of the rivers.? The house of Egmond may 
have originated in Holland, but by Charles V’s time over half the count’s 
income derived from lands in the south, where also most of his residences 
were located. 

The Orange-Nassau dynasty owned a considerable territory in northern 
Brabant, and along the rivers, which was handsomely expanded by William 
the Silent’s first marriage, in 1551, to Anna of Buren, heiress to the 
sovereign lordships of Buren, Leerdam, IJsselstein, and Cuyck (see Map:5).‘ 
But apart from this, the Egmond lands in North Holland, and the extensive 
domain of Bergh, wedged between Habsburg Gelderland, the Miinsterland, 
Liemers, and the county of Wisch (see Map 4), a sovereign territory around 
the little town of. ’s-Heerenberg, there were scarcely any sizeable blocks of 
land belonging to high nobles in the north. 

It is true that inland, in the sandy-soil, more wooded, regions of 
Overijssel, Gelderland, Drenthe, eastern Utrecht, Limburg, and north-east 
Brabant, as well as Luxemburg and adjoining parts of Westphalia, one 
encountered a rural society which approximated more closely to what one 
found in most of western Europe. Here the pull of the village was stronger, 
and seigneurial influence greater. But, as recent research has emphasized, 
here too rural life was less static and self-contained than was once supposed, 
and the peasantry relatively free. The deep and lasting differences between 
the character of agriculture in the maritime zone (of both north and south), 
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on the one hand, and the. eastern, inland areas, on the: other, though 
influenced by contrasts in soil and social structure, were essentially due. to 
the. much greater impact of the urban market in the west and relative 
weakness of the cities in the east.° In the east, crop yields:were markedly 
lower than in the maritime zone (both north and south of the rivers) :and 
specialization both in non-arable agriculture and industrial crops much less 
common. The slower growth and lack of dynamism of towns in the east, 
compared to the west, also meant that the stimulus to invest and adopt 
improvements to boost output was decidedly less. Finally, a major factor in 
Groningen, which in this respect was almost unique in the north,.was the 
subjection of a comparatively large territory to extensive staple privileges, 
the economic sway of one particular city.’ 

Most noble land m the north belonged to a relatively large number of 
middling and lesser nobles and was fragmented into scattered and mostly 
small holdings. In Holland, around 200 families comprising the province’s 
nobility, in 1500, possessed approximately § per cent.of the total cultivable 
land, which was undeniably meagre when compared with most of Europe 
but by no means negligible, especially since their possessions included much 
of the best land.® In Holland the Church too lagged behind, owning under 
10 per cent, though here again it tended to be.prime land. In other northern 
provinces, the proportion of noble land was appreciably higher than in 
Holland though, in most areas, it was still far from preponderant. In 
Drenthe nobles owned scarcely more land than they did in Holland.’ In the 
Ommelands, on the eve of the Revolt, nobles owned about 15 per.cent of 
the cultivable land.'° 

A third of the land in Holland—and in Zeeland and western: Utrecht,.a 
probably comparable proportion—was owned by town-dwellers. In the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, it was common for profits from: commerce 
to filter back into land purchase and reclamation, the land then being leased 
out to peasant farmers for fixed-term rents. Sometimes there. was also a 
more direct link between urban business and land exploitation. The brewers 
who dominated the regent élites of Haarlem,’ Delft, and Gouda in. the 
sixteenth century also owned appreciable tracts of peatbogs, all over 
Holland, which they worked to provide fuel ‘for their breweries. In Holland 
and Zeeland, town-dwellers thus surpassed the nobility and Church as 
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owners and exploiters of the land.'' Nevertheless, the peasantry themselves 
owned the largest proportion of the land in the maritime west, possessing 
around 45 per cent of the land in Holland. It has to be borne in mind, 
though, that they rarely owned the best tracts and that the proportion of 
land in their. hands varied greatly from one part of the province to another. 
Peasant ownership was.more prevalent: in the north than the south of the 
province and. in areas remote from towns. As in Drenthe and Overijssel, 
peasant ownership was often a sign of the poverty of the soil. The 
proportion of the land attaching to particular villages, owned: by peasant 
farmers, in Holland, ranged from 100 per cent on the North Holland islands 
of Texel and Wieringen, to proportions as low as 8 per cent on the South 
Holland Islands.’ The parcellization of the land into separate farms, with 
farmhouses on each, tended to mean, even where villagers owned relatively 
little land, that-ownership was rarely concentrated in a few hands or villages 
subjected to particular families or towns.”? Typical in West Friesland, for 
example, was the village of Twisk, where about half the land belonged to 
town-dwellers but this was evenly divided between inhabitants of the rival 
shipping towns of Hoorn and Medemblik. In Abbekerk, another village 
where, in 1514, half the land belonged to town-dwellers, this was evenly 
divided’ between burghers of Alkmaar and Hoorn, with some belonging to 
citizens of other towns. 

Although, generally, the buying and selling of land was fluid and free 
from legal restrictions, for reasons of prestige, tradition, and legal status, 
the nobility and Church treated land-ownership differently from inde- 
pendent farmers and town-dwellers, being more concerned with the social 
and seigneurial aspects and less willing to alienate their lands.'* Consequent- 
ly, in the inland provinces and Friesland, where nobility and Church owned 
higher proportions of the land than in Flanders or Holland, rural society 
was more static and controlled in character, if still relatively fluid compared 
to other regions of Europe. In Friesland and Groningen, nobles did not 
form a legally defined separate class, enjoying forma! privileges, as they did 
elsewhere. Nevertheless, in practice, even without defined legal privileges 
and separate juridical status, nobles in the northernmost provinces were a 
powerfully entrenched rural élite, deriving’ their income from land and 
judicial office, and playing a more dominant part in provincial life than their 
legally better defined counterparts in Holland, Zeeland, or Flanders.'> North 
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of the rivers, Overijssel and Gelderland were exceptional in having a large 
proportion of their land owned by nobles. In the late sixteenth century 
nobles in the Salland quarter of Overijsset owned 35 per cent of the land, 
and in Twenthe no less than §2 per cent.'®-Gelderland was also remarkable 
for having a noticeably larger number of nobles than the other. northern 
provinces. In the late sixteenth century, in the three quarters. of Gelderland 
above the rivers there were over 300 acknowledged nobles, the majority 
owning modest holdings." 

Outside Friesland, Groningen, and (until the late sixteenth century) also 
Drenthe, noble status was legally defined and institutionalized. In 1578, 
seventy-six noblemen held the right to sit as members of the ridderschap in 
the States of Overijssel, possessing manors recognized as. noble seats. In 
Zeeland, the nobility had once been represented (and claimed still to be 
represented) through the First Noble. In Holland, Flanders, and Brabant, 
the nobility was a class defined not in terms of land-ownership, or any 
particular social function, but legal, political, and social. privileges which 
distinguished them from the rest of the population and provided access to 
certain kinds of power and influence.'® Generally, nobles possessed separate 
judicial status, rights of precedence, hunting rights, the right to be addressed 
in certain terms, and in most provinces—but no longer in Zeeland—to be 
separately represented in the provincial States, and quarter assemblies, 
where these existed. Nobles were also the only element of rural society 
represented in the provincial States, and quarter assemblies, again except in 
Friesland, Groningen, and Drenthe, where other landowners were also 
represented, and Zeeland, where no part of rural society enjoyed repres- 
entation. Finally, until around 1500, the nobility had always monopolized 
the higher judicial offices in the countryside—those of drost and baljuw, and 
in Friesland that of grietman. But, by the middle of the sixteenth century, 
precisely this crucial asset had been extensively eroded by the Habsburg 
government. | 

' The areas of greatest seigneurial influence were Gelderland, the outlying 
parts of Brabant, both to the north and south of the main Brabant towns, 
and in the French-speaking southernmost provinces, particularly east Hai- 
nault, Namur, and Luxemburg. The Church too was strongly represented 
in these areas as well as in the prince-bishopric of Liége and Utrecht and 
generally owned appreciably more land in Brabant, Wallonia, and the 
north-east than in the maritime provinces. In Friesland, the province’s 
forty-three monasteries and convents together possessed about 20 per cent 
'§ Slicher van Bath, Samenleving, 310. 
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of the cultivable land; in Groningen, the region’s twenty-five monasteries 
and nunneries owned one-quarter of: the land with a further appreciable 
percentage belonging to church chapters." 

But by far the most striking feature of agriculture in Brabant, Flanders, 
Holland, Zeeland, west Utrecht, Friesland, and Groningen—the highly 
urbanized maritime seaboard—was its sustained intensity, versatility, and 
higher crop yields than were to be found elsewhere in Europe. This was the 
only part of Europe which had, thus far, experienced a true ‘agricultural 
revolution’ and it was:one which was already largely complete in Flanders 
and south Brabant by 1500.” The impressive changes which had come about 
in agriculture uniquely in this region—the sophisticated drainage techniques 
based on dikes, canals, and windmills and the concentrated use of: manure 
made possible by the stalling of cattle and extensive use of fodder crops— 
resulted from the unique conditions: the threat of flooding, large number of 
towns, and exceptionally high level of urbanization generating an un- 
paralleled demand for cereals, dairy produce, meat, and beer to supply the 
urban population. Also contributing to the intensity, and impressive crop 
yields, was the pressure generated by high rents and division of the land into 
large numbers of small farms. 

As the quantity of Baltic grain imported into the Low Countries in- 
creased—and it rose by five times between 1500.and 1560—one might have 
expected arable farming, at least in the north, to contract, making way for 
more dairy output. Several dairy products, especially cheese, were valuable 
export items and there was indeed a considerable growth in production. Yet 
paradoxically the main shift, even in Friesland, was towards an extension of 
arable farming, stimulated above all by the growth of the cities and needs 
of industry in Flanders and Brabant.”' It is due to this that the rural 
population of Holland, Friesland, and Utrecht increased more vigorously 
(down ‘to 1585) than the urban population, the faster rise of wages, and 
constant shortage of labour in the towns, notwithstanding.” This dramatic 
rise in rural employment in the maritime zone of the north arose from both 
overall intensification of agricultural activity and increasing specialization. 
Early in the sixteenth century there was still extensive waste, and uncultiv- 
ated land, especially in Friesland and Groningen, which was now brought 
into cultivation. In West Friesland, a predominantly pasture area, the 
growth in output resulted chiefly from the introduction of larger and more 
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powerful windmills and the improved possibilities for drainage and reclama= 
tion that went with them, extending the area in use for dairy agriculture.” 
Another factor, especially in South Holland and Zeeland, was the switching 
of land formerly used for cereals to production of labour-intensive industrial 
crops such as hops for the breweries, hemp, flax, and madder.* 

But the increasing intensification, and specialization, of agriculture on the 
maritime seaboard of the north Netherlands provides only part of the 
explanation for the impressive rise of the rural population of Holland from 
148,000, M 1514, to 220,000, in 1575, while the population of the nineteen 
towns rose from 127,000 to about 180,000. A striking contrast between rural 
life in the maritime seaboard and in the mland regions was the large and 
increasing segment of rural society in the former not primarily engaged in 
agricultural activity, a rural proletariat working principally in the maritime 
sector ‘and fishing rather than farming. A great many seamen and fisher- 
men dwelt in villages rather than towns. The maritime area abounded also 
in bargemen, peat-diggers, and shipbuilding workers, as well as villagers 
employed in dike maintenance. In 1514, in South Holland, landless poor 
active mainly outside of agriculture already constituted a third of the rural 
population.” Likewise Friesland accommodated an appreciable non-agri- 
cultural rural work-force. 

Dike, drainage, and water regulation techniques in the low-lying zones 
markedly improved during the sixteenth century. A major factor here were 
the new windmills and the more systematic use of windmills for drainage. 
Although the use of windmills to pump water out of polders encircled by 
dikes can be traced back to the early fifteenth century, the technique, 
facilitated by dramatic improvements in windmill construction, became 
much more widespread during the sixteenth century. But while water 
control methods improved, and there were no more catastrophes on the 
scale of the awesome St Elizabeth’s Day flood of November 1421, which 
inundated a large area of South Holland engulfing seventy-two villages, the 
sea encroaching virtually to the walls of Dordrecht and slicing off segments 
of West Friesland, there were still periodic disasters through dikes being 
overwhelmed. Particularly traumatic were the St Felix Day inundation of 
1530 which submerged a large part of South Beveland Island, in Zeeland, 
and the floods of 1551 and 1555 which drowned the Zeeland town of 
Reimerswaal. The All Saints Day Flood, of November 1570, caused wide- 
spread damage in Holland, Zeeland, and Friesland alike. 

3 Lesger, Hoom als stedelijk knooppunt, 71-2. 
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During the later Middle Ages, Europe possessed two focuses of commercial 
and industrial development where urbanization proceeded much faster than 
in the rest of the continent—northern Italy and the Low Countries. By 1300, 
the south Netherlands was a highly urbanized region which also had a large 
rural population and which—together with northern Italy, the Paris basin, 
and southern England—was also, overall, one of the most densely popu- 
lated parts of Europe. This was still the position in 1500. By contrast, the 
north Netherlands was a relatively thinly populated region in 1300 but, by 
1500, was in the unique position of having a comparatively low overall 
density of population but an unusually high proportion of its population 
living in towns. 

Altogether, including north Brabant, the territory which later comprised 
the Dutch Republic had a total population, in 1500, of under one million.”’ 
Yet this modest total masked a structure which was highly distinctive. 
Although its foremost towns—Utrecht, Dordrecht, Leiden, and Amster- 
dam—did not yet compare with the half-dozen largest cities of the south 
Netherlands, it had, in fact, become the most highly urbanized region in 
Europe in terms of the ratio of urban to rural inhabitants.” By 1560, with 
Baltic bulk trade near its peak, Amsterdam was beginning to rival Mechelen 
or Bruges, though still considerably smaller than Antwerp, Brussels or 
Ghent (see Table 3). Including Middelburg and ’s-Hertogenbosch, there 
were, by 1550, no fewer than twelve cities in the north with more than 
10,000 inhabitants, a remarkable number given the comparatively small 
population of the region overall.” These twelve boasted a collective total 
population of some 182,000. But it is striking that the five located in the 
province of Holland had a combined population of only 80,000 or still well 
under half the total for the twelve. Roughly half Holland’s population was 
urban.* But the phenomenon of a high ratio of inhabitants living in towns 
was by no means confined to Holland. Other parts—most parts—of the 
north Netherlands were also highly urbanized. In the late fifteenth century, 
the three large cities. of Overijssel alone accounted for 38 per cent of the 
province’s population, and together with the smaller towns, about 52 per 
cent.>' Apart from Drenthe, no province of the north can be said to have 
been predominantly rural in the sense that most of Europe then was. Even 
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TABLE 3. The Population of the Main Cities of the Low Countries, 1300-1560 
(estimates) 


1300 1400 1500 1560 
1. Flanders, Brabant, and Limburg 


Antwerp 10,000 45,000 85,000 
Brussels 25,000 35,000 50,000 
Ghent 50,000 40,000 45,000 
Bruges 35,000 20,000 30,000 35,000 
Mechelen 12,000 30,000 
*s-Hertogenbosch 9,000 17,000 17,500 
Maastricht 5,000 7,000 10,000 13,500 
2. Holland 
Amsterdam 1,000 3,000 12,000 27,000 
Haarlem 2,000 7,000 11,500 14,000 
Leiden 3,000 5,000 14,000 14,000 
Delft 2,000 6,500 10,500 14,000 
Dordrecht 5,000 - 8,000 11,500 10,500 
Gouda 1,000 3,000. 7,000 .J,000 
Rotterdam 3,000 5,000 8,000 
Enkhuizen 2,000 3,500 8,000 
3. North-Eastern Provinces 
Utrecht 5,500 9,000 15,000 26,000 
Groningen 4,000 5,000 7,500 12,500 
Deventer 4,000 10,000 8,000 10,500 
Zwolle 10,000 7,000 10,000 
Kampen 3,500 12,000 10,000 8,000 
Nijmegen 3,000 6,000 8,000 11,000 
4. Wallonia 
Lille 20,000 12,000 20,000 30,000 
Liége 20,000 . 20,000 
Tournai. _20,000 4 


Sources: Van Uytven, ‘Oudheid en middeleeuwen’, 23; Van der Woude, ‘Demografische 
ontwikkeling’, 134-6; Visser, ‘Dichtheid’, 19-20; Van Houtte, Economische en sociale gesch., 
130, 209-11; De Boer, Leidse facetten, 7, DuPlessis, Lille and the Dutch Revolt, 322-3, Van 
Houtte, ‘De zestiende eeuw’, 73. 


Friesland, the most rural province, apart from Drenthe, had approximately 
20 per cent of its population living in the province’s eleven. recognized 
towns.” ‘ 
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On the other hand, where Flanders and Brabant were densely packed with 
villages, and had large peasant populations, there was a striking paucity in 
the north of precisely that living unit—villages devoted. to agriculture— 
which formed the usual environment of European life at the time. Not only 
was the proportion of the population in the countryside relatively low but 
much of what there was dwelt in isolated farmhouses or else, as we have 
seen, in villages but earning their livelihood from shipping, river. traffic, 
fishing, and peat-digging, rather than farming. Thus, it was scarcity of 
villages, and the uniquely high ratio of towns to villages, rather than the size 
of the towns as such, which rendered the north more highly urbanized, even 
before the Revolt, than any other part of Europe. 


TABLE 4. Urbanization in the Low Countries and Britain, 1375-1800 
(a) Number of Cities with over 10,000 inhabitants . 

1375 1475 1500 1550 1600 1650 1700 1750 1800 
North Netherlands’ 2(0) 9(4): 10(5) 11(6) 19(12) 19{12) 20(12) 18(10) 19(10) 
South Netherlands 11 1 If 12 UJI 12 12 12 18 
Britain I I 5 4 6 9 13 23 47 


(6) Total population of cities with over 10,000 inhabitants per territory (in 
thousands) 


1375 1475 1§00 1550 1600 1650 1700 1750 1800 


North Netherlands 20 98 120 182 365 600 640 570 580 
South Netherlands 210 310 300 360 250 360 380 350 460 
Britain 35 70 80 I10 250 §00 720 1,020 1,870 

* The number in Holland js given in parentheses. 

Sources: as for Table 3, plus De Vries, European Urbanization, 29, 271-2; Klep, ‘Urban 
Decline’, 266-7; Visser, ‘Dichtheid’, 16. 

Over the next century and a haif this peculiarity of Dutch society became 
more, ‘rather than less, pronounced.*? In 1500, the north was noticeably but 
not vastly more highly urbanized than the south. After the Revolt the gap 
widened, as it did also with respect to England, France, and Italy (see Table 
4). By 1600, more than one in four Dutchmen lived in a town of over 10,000 
population,-whilst in England the comparable figure was then less than one 
in ten.* 

The dynamism: of the-north in the sixteenth century was most obvious 
from the rapid growth of its maritime cities, and also Utrecht and Groningen, 
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and of the:rural, non-agricultural proletariat.25 While the speed of urban 
growth varied from town to town, there was no tendency,;:as in England, 
the Paris basin, and central. Spain, for urbanization to proceed at a single 
point, creating a metropolis surrounded by a vast rural and small town 
hinterland. In this respect the north was again unique, even compared with 
the south Netherlands, or.:with north Italy, where there was no single 
metropolis either but where a few very large towns dominated well-defined 
regions politically and economically. In the north Netherlands there were 
many middle-sized rather than a few large towns, none of which, not even 
Amsterdam or Utrecht, exerted the sort. of control which Bruges, Ghent, 
and Antwerp did in their respective areas. The biggest town in Holland, 
according to the census of 1514, was then Leiden with some 12,500 
inhabitants, by no means an especially large town. But .there-were four other 
towns in the province—Amsterdam (12,000), Dordrecht (11,500), Haarlem 
(11,500), and Delft (10,500)}—which were comparable in size.** This absence 
of a real metropolis before the Revolt, and evenness of distribution of urban 
population, especially in Holland, was a circumstance of overriding import- 
ance for the subsequent development of Dutch politics and society. For it 
reflected the wide dispersal of: wealth and economic assets inherent in the 
bulk-carrying trade, river traffic, and herring fishery, and the dependence of 
main centres on a large number of outports and subsidiary depots. 


THE URBAN ECONOMY. 


During the sixteenth century, the main thrust, the dynamism, of the south 
Netherlands urban economy sprang both from the ‘rich trades’—textiles, 
spices, metals, and sugar—based, above all at Antwerp, and the connected 
industries—woollen cloth, linen, tapestries, and sugar-refining—based in the 
Flemish and Brabant towns, and also metal-working based in Liége and 
Aachen. In the north, by contrast, the main thrus ‘of the urban economy 
derived from bulk freightage and the herring fishery. Before' 1585, the-‘rich 
‘trades’ played virtually no part north of the rivers, except only for ‘the 
export—after 1520 unsuccessfully, in the face of English. competition—of 
old-style Leiden cloth.?” 

Towns north of the rivers which grew rapidly during.the sixteenth century 
down to the 1580s were for the most part—and in Holland exclusively 
maritime towns. Amsterdam, the fastest-growing; was essentially:a depot for 
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Baltic grain and timber. Having no ‘rich trades’, or important merchants, at 
this stage, the commerce of Amsterdam was largely confined to the southern 
shores of the Baltic, the great grain and timber-ports of Danzig, Kdnigsberg, 
and Riga. Middelburg also specialized, being the acknowledged staple for 
French wine for the Habsburg Netherlands, since a government privilege of 
1523. In 1550, approximately 60 per cent of all the wine imported into the 
Habsburg Netherlands (including the Rhine wine shipped down to Dor- 
drecht, on river barges) consisted of French wines imported to Middelburg. 
Like Amsterdam, the West Frisian ports—Hoorn, Enkhuizen, and Medem- 
blik—built up a flourishing Baltic commerce while Hoorn especially also 
imported great quantities of timber, from Norway, and salt from France 
and Portugal. 

The herring fishery was also of great importance, and, like bulk freight- 
age, expanded steadily, albeit: not so rapidly, rismg from-about 250 herring 
busses, manned by under 3,000 men, around 1470, to around 500 busses 
manned by some 7,000 men by 1560.” There were three main divisions of 
the herring fishery in the ‘north—the Zeeland fleet, based on Zierikzee, 
Veere, and Brouwershaven, the South Holland fleet based in the small ports 
below Rotterdam, on the Maas estuary, and, largest of all, the North 
Holland fleet based on-Enkhuizen. Before the Revolt, there was also a small 
herring fleet in the Flemish seaports—Dunkirk, Ostend, and Nieuwpoort. 
All the herring towns imported, and stored, large quantities of salt for their 
herring business and several, especially Hoorn and Zierikzee, had important 
salt-refining industries. 

Shipping in all its aspects, including shipbuilding, the equipping, and 
manning, of ships, rope and sail-making, and the making of barrels, casks, 
and sacks in which to ship, and store, goods, constituted an immense 
activity. By the 1560s, Holland alone is estimated to have possessed some 
1,800 seagoing ships, around 500 of which were based in Amsterdam.» This 
was far more than were to be found at the time in any other European 
country. Venice, at the height of her success, around 1450, is estimated to 
have possessed some 300 seafaring ships. The great majority of Holland’s 
ships were used for voyages to the Baltic, Norway, or western: France and 
Portugal. In the mid-1560s, over 1,000 Dutch vessels—some sailing for 
the second time within a season—passed annually in and out of the Baltic, 
which was more than three times the number of north German ships.© 
About four-fifths of Dutch vessels sailing to the Baltic were based in 
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Amsterdam and the North Holland ports with around 20 per cent based in 
Friesland.“ . 

Lacking ‘rich trades’, Dutch shipbuilders constructed.cheap vessels de- 
signed to carry maximum cargo at low cost, with simple designs, a minimum 
of rigging, no armament, and small crews. They were not ships suitable to 
carry: valuable cargo but bulky low-value goods at a cost that no foreign 
competitor could match. Building for bulk :freightage culminated in the 
famous fluit,a design which originated at Hoorn in the 1590s. 

The contrast between south and north in the structure of commerce and 
industry—‘rich trades’ versus bulk—was reflected. in the difference between 
the respective merchant fleets. That based on Antwerp was. small but 
included robust, expensive ships designed to carry high-value merchandise 
over great distances.. Much valuable. cargo, such as English cloth, arrived in 
Antwerp on comparable English, or Hanseatic, vessels. The contrast be- 
tween the two spheres of trade, and shipping fleets, was, in turn, reflected in 
the difference between the respective business élites and their methods of 
investing in ships. At Antwerp, there was a stratum of very wealthy 
merchants rich enough to own their own ships, or ships divided into two, 
three, and four shares. In the north; by contrast, there were no important 
merchants before 1585 and, even though the ships were of a much. cheaper 
variety, ownership had to be much more widely dispersed among a mass of 
modestly. affluent brewers, millers, grain and timber buyers, herring dealers, 
and the like, Thus, ships in the north in the sixteenth century, in contrast 
also to England and north Germany, were owned in numerous shares, often 
thirty-second and sixty-fourth parts,’ making possible ownership of an 
unprecedentedly large merchant fleet without any significant concentration 
of capital. 

But in the north, inland towns, relying on crafts and manufacturing, were 
much less flourishing than: in the south. Holland’s cloth industry had 
expanded in the fifteenth century but, from the 1520s, declined both at 
Leiden, the main centre, and Haarlem, Gouda, and other places where 
cloth was.woven.® Formerly, Holland cloth had had a modest niche 
‘among exports to the Baltic but, by 1550, had dwindled to insignificance. 
‘Apart from shipbuilding, herring-packing, and other crafts directly linked 
to the| maritime sector, and confined to the maritime towns, industry in 
sixteenth-century ‘Holland was largely local in character or else geared to 
consuniption in the towns ‘of the south Netherlands. The most important 


“ Faber, Drie eeuwen Friésland, i. 272-3.) 
” Brulez, ‘Scheepvaart’, 126; Hart, ‘Rederij’, 107-8. 
*® Noordegraaf, ‘Nijverheid’, 18. 


Society before the Revolt 119 


was brewing, both in Holland and. at Groningen and several other inland 
towns.“ Owing to the large quantities brewed, and consumed, and the beer’s 
proneness to spoil quickly, production was widely dispersed. Nevertheless, 
three inland towns—Haarlem, Delft, and Gouda—acquired a surpassing 
reputation for quality, and specialized in brewing and transporting beer, in 
quantity, via the inland waterways, particularly to the south. Yet even 
brewing, though it remained a major industry, waned in sixteenth-century 
Holland while expanding vigorously at Antwerp, Brussels, and Leuven. At 
Haarlem, brewing, the town’s main industry, declined continually, and 
steeply, after 1520; by the 1560s, production was running at little more than 
one third of the level of 1519.45 At Gouda, an even more stagnant town in 
the sixteenth century, beer production fell from 290,000 vats yearly in the 
1480s to 122,000 vats by 1557 and, later. still lower levels.*° Delft found itself 
in a slightly healthier state than the others, but all inland Holland towns 
either stagnated or grew only marginally after 1500, whilst the maritime 
towns grew vigorously. 

Further inland, there were cities which achieved more impressive growth, 
notably Utrecht and Groningen (see Table 3). But more common was a 
similar tendency to stagnate. This was especially the case with the IJssel 
towns—Zwolle, Kampen, Deventer, and Zutphen—which, owing in part to 
the silting up of the river IJssel, lost their maritime traffic and, by the middle 
of the sixteenth century, also much of their once flourishing trade with the 
Rhineland. 


INSTITUTIONS OF CIVIC LIFE: GUILDS, MILITIAS, 
CHAMBERS OF RHETORIC 


Economic life in the towns, throughout the Low Countries and north- 
western Germany, was deeply enmeshed in the guild system. Every town 
boasted a mass of guilds, in Antwerp well over one hundred, in most large 
towns, many dozens. The major guilds continued to figure, as they had for 
centuries, among the most prominent bodies in urban life. They extended 
right across the economic spectrum with different kinds of merchants and 
dealers being grouped into guilds, as well as artisans, shopkeepers, profes- 
sionals, wagoners, and harbour crane operatives. As in the rest of Europe, 
in the sixteenth century, production in the towns was mostly confined to 
small workshops, with often a single master craftsman working on his own, 
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assisted by a few apprentices and journeymen. The guilds, ‘and their statutes, 
were endorsed, and often encouraged, by the city government and they 
always exerted a strong influence over economic life,:sometimes amounting 
to a stranglehold. 

In all the towns there were guilds of bakers, butchers, fishmongers,; 
grocers, tailors, shoemakers, as well, often, as porters and bargemen, and, 
where there was any textile activity, of weavers, fullers, dyers, and so forth. 
The most important function of the guilds was to restrict participation in 
any trade, or economic activity, to those admitted as: members, which meant 
that they had to be acknowledged citizens of the town and to possess a 
variety of qualifications, as well as pay their entry fees. Members were: then 
expected to conform to stipulated work-practices, forms of quality con- 
trol—a point often insisted on by civic government—and sometimes also 
pricing guidelines. Thus, the basic purpose of the guilds was to restrict 
competition, regulate production, and above all provide a degree of security 
for paid-up members while simultaneously protecting the consumer, in some 
measure, against cheating and shoddy goods.’ An essential part of their 
purpose, made more or less stringent from time to time, according to 
economic and demographic circumstances, was to: discriminate against 
outsiders, in favour of sons of existing members. At: Ghent, in the early 
sixteenth century, the brewers’ guild restricted entry almost exclusively to 
sons of existing masters.” 

The guilds all had their own insignia, collections of ceremonial objects, 
and chambers, the major guilds in large towns possessing guild houses which 
were often among the most imposing buildings in the city. Before the 
Reformation they all also participated in religious festivals and processions 
and maintained their own chapels and altars in the parish churches. Out of 
their fees and subscriptions, they paid their administrative costs and funded 
the cultural, social, and religious events and celebrations which they put:on. 
They also contributed extensively to the cities’ plethora of welfare endow- 
ments and institutions, especially on behalf of sick, incapacitated, or aged 
guild members, and their families. 

The -corporative and regulatory ‘spirit of the guilds entwined with the 
concerns of civic government at innumerable points. Activity within the 
towns was everywhere subjected to a very high. degree of regulation. 
Fishmongers, for example, could only sell fish in the civic fish market, 
abiding by all kinds of rules. Moreover, as the industrial and inland 
economy of Holland and the other northern provinces more and more 
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stagnated, during the sixteenth century (until the 1580s), the major guilds 
regulating textiles, brewing, and retailing, tended to extend their grip, and 
tighten their regulations, in. order to afford maximum protection to mem- 
bers and ward off goods and competitors from outside. 

Artists too had their guilds of St Luke and, here again, there was an 
elaborate administration, with fees, qualifications, and statutes, in each 
town where they existed. Undoubtedly, they did much to impart a corporate 
spirit to artistic activity in the main centres, and were to continue to do so, 
extending to additional towns, such as Rotterdam (1609) where they had 
not previously existed, in later decades. They still played a major role in the 
life of artists in Holland in the eighteenth century.” 

The guilds were one network of corporations, forming a major dimension 
of urban life. But there were several others. Another key entity was formed 
by the militia companies or schutterijen, the chief means of maintaining 
order and quelling disturbances in the towns, as well as defending them in 
case of need. The Dutch civic militias have aptly been described as an ‘élite 
of the second rank’, higher than mere wage-earners but lower than patri- 
cians.” Often they were craft masters, shopkeepers, or dairy, herring, or 
timber dealers. Poor men and wage-earners were excluded by the relatively 
high cost of buying one’s outfit, and arms, and contributing to the militias’ 
costs, especially of food and drink. Research has shown that scarcely § per 
cent of the Leiden militia were drawn from the poorer half of the popula- 
tion. The great majority of the militia came from the ranks of the modestly 
affluent and propertied. Ever since the late fourteenth century, the tendency 
in the Dutch towns was to maintain roughly one hundred to one hundred 
and fifty militiamen for every 5,000 of population.*’ Thus, Leiden and 
Haarlem in the 1560s both had militias totalling around 400, whilst 
Amsterdam maintained a militia of around 600. The officers of the militia 
companies were usually closely related to members of the city government. 

In their organization and method of recruiting, the militias closely 
resembled the guilds and, indeed, were called schutters’ guilds. Like the 
guilds, they were not only functional but also cultural, social, and religious 
bodies. Schutters met regularly for shooting practice, and social events, as 
well as for parades, and patrolling the city gates and walls. Each company 
had its own building with shooting range attached and, during the summer 
months, it was usual to hold monthly shooting competitions, ending in 
elaborate feasts. Like other guilds, each company had its own emblems and 


© Hoogewerff, Gesch. van de St Lucasgilden, 119-24, 167. 
* Grayson, ‘Civic Militia’, 39-40. 
+ Ibid. 39; Carasso-Kok, ‘Schutterijen’, 27. 


122 The Making of the Republic, 1477-1588 


collection of plate and finery. From the 1520s onwards, beginning in 
Amsterdam, it became-the custom to hang up large group portraits of 
members of contingents. In Amsterdam, since 1522, there were three militia 
companies, or schutters’ guilds, each consisting of twelve contingents of 
seventeen schutters. The oldest surviving secular militia group portrait; or 
schuttersstuk, was painted in Amsterdam, in 1529, depicting an entire 
contingent of seventeen men. The first militia group portrait showing a 
contingent round a table, feasting (albeit sparsely), dates from 1533. 

Also given to feasting, and again a major dimension of-urban life in both 
the north and south, were the Chambers of Rhetoric, or rederijkerskamers, 
an offshoot of the French rhétoriqueurs which flourished in the Netherlands 
from the early fifteenth century onwards.” In the fifteenth century, these 
bodies, amateur poetical and theatrical societies, chiefly performed pious 
miracle and mystery plays. But, by the 1520s and 1530s, humanism, and its 
broad cultural influence, had revolutionized the rederijkers’ activities, just as 
humanism revolutionized religious art (see p. 48 above). The new outlook 
changed neither the late medieval corporate organization of these civic 
literary guilds, nor the.form and popular ambience of their performances 
but did transform the content, bringing in moralistic commentary, allegory 
based on classical mythology, and often biblical themes with a thinly 
disguised topical message.*? 

In organization, the Chambers of Rhetoric resembled the guilds and 
militias. They too had their statutes and chambers, and were administered 
by deacons and governing bodies. Again their activities were social, civic, 
and religious as well as specifically theatrical and literary. Before the 
Reformation, they played a prominent part in laying on religious festivals 
and celebrations. But, like the rest of society, they became heavily per- 
meated with Protestant ideas, as well as Erasmian sentiments, in the 1520s 
and 1530s, and their tone quickly became anti-sacramentarian and averse to 
images and relics. Predictably, this earned them the deep suspicion, if not 
outright hostility, of both the Church and Habsburg authorities and many 
performances were censored, or suppressed, by the Hof of Holland and 
other judicial authorities. The effect was to render the Chambers of 
Rhetoric bastions of the same kind of non-explicit, subdued Protestantism 
that permeated society at large. Their speciality was veiled irreverence and 
rejection of the old Church, an attitude which they did much much to 
‘propagate amongst the populace. | 
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POVERTY AND CIVIC WELFARE 


The proportion of the urban population classified, for fiscal purposes, as too 
poor to pay property taxes oscillated widely, from year to year, being 
influenced dramatically by economic ups and downs.* In Leiden, a city for 
which some statistics survive, the figure swung from 33 per cent in 1514 to 
a lower figure, in 1529, to around 40 per cent by the mid-1540s.5’ Propor- 
tions would have been similar in the other inland manufacturing towns. 
Nevertheless, because the north Netherlands towns where poverty pressed 
most—the inland towns—were also the towns which grew least between 
1500 and 1585, the problem of urban poverty, in this region, was not as 
severe as in the faster-growing cities of the south, or France or Germany. 
In the north, numbers of poor, in the mid-sixteenth century, were little 
different from in 1500, a situation quite unlike that in neighbouring 
countries. This was, undoubtedly, the main reason why in the north there 
was less pressure on city governments to introduce radical changes to the 
system of urban poor relief than in the south. 

The later Middle Ages had bequeathed, to all the cities of western Europe, 
a tangled mass of charitable foundations and endowments set up by 
individuals, guilds, and clergy, and administered by a wide range of bodies, 
albeit frequently staffed by members of religious orders. Numerous charit- 
able houses and institutions, as well as friaries and monasteries, distributed 
alms and dispensed sick care, food, and fuel. Large towns also had a general 
hostel, in Haarlem called the St Elisabethgasthuis, where (especially) the sick 
poor could stay, as well as lesser hospices, orphanages, and often also hofjes, 
blocks of small cottages provided free for certain categories of house-bound 
poor, often elder disabled guild brothers or widows of guild members. The 
hofjes and most other charitable endowments had elaborate statutes confin- 
ing charity to particular groups, linked by family, locality, or occupation, 
to the founder or founding body. The whole system was effectively directed 
towards excluding outsiders and newcomers, though alms and short-term 
accommodation were available to pilgrims and vagrants. 

During the first half of the sixteenth century, western Europe, both 
Protestant and Catholic, was swept by new attitudes, and a new approach, 
to the problem of poor reli¢f. There were several factors behind this change. 
Partly, it was a response to humanist criticism of monks and friars and the 
principle of unrestricted giving of alms, and charity, to beggars. Partly, it 
was an inherent result of the Reformation which, by sweeping away the 
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Catholic clergy, and confiscating Church property and revenues, left a large 
gap in urban welfare which civic government had no choice but to fill. But 
partly also, the change resulted from population growth, the rapid expan- 
sion of the largest cities in most of Europe, and burgeoning of the problem 
of poverty. 

Fundamental reorganization was unavoidable and it was only the city 
governments which could undertake it. Both the administration and the 
aims of welfare changed. Late medieval religiosity accorded a sacred value 
to poverty, begging, and giving alms, which the new humanist philosophy 
of poor relief was unwilling to share. Priority was now assigned to checking 
the growth of poverty, vagrancy, and idleness, so the new approach tended 
to be much more questioning, if not outright hostile, to begging and 
alms-giving. Ambitious programmes reorganized civic welfare in many 
German, Italian, and French cities and also in the cities of the south 
Netherlands.®* In the 1520s, several Flemish cities forbade begging, except 
by certain groups, cracked down on vagrancy, and centralized their welfare 
systems under welfare boards, or colleges, set up by the municipality. In 
1527, Lille followed Bruges and Ieper, adopting a new ‘Order for the Poor’, 
suppressing begging except for categories such as pilgrims and orphans, 
condemning idleness, confining charity to those who had lived in Lille for 
two years or more, and setting up a civic college to administer the welfare 
system, keeping a register of those eligible to receive relief and to what 
extent.? A key step in bringing ‘discipline and order’ to poor relief was the 
transfer of existing endowments and funds into a central poor relief chest 
controlled by the new civic college. 

These fundamental changes in Flanders and the Walloon cities did not go 
unnoticed in the north Netherlands. In 1527, the States of Holland took 
steps to gather information about the measures adopted by Bruges and 
Teper. But, despite this, no major initiative in poor relief was undertaken 
north of the rivers before the Revolt.” Consequently, in the north unlike the 
south, civic poor relief was transformed only after, and as an inherent part 
of, the Revolt which swept away the monasteries, religious functions of the 
guilds, and the old Church itself. It was not until the 1570s and 1580s that 
towns such as Leiden and Haarlem took measures to rationalize, stand- 
ardize, and centralize poor and sick relief under the control of civic 
government. 
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THE REGENTS 


At the forefront of civic society and, later, a class of paramount significance 
in the history of the Republic, were the regents. Broadly, the regents were 
those who participated in civic government as members of the vroedschap- 
pen, as the town councils were called, in Holland, or raad in the north-east, 
or magistraat or wet in Brabant. The regents were never an oligarchy defined 
by birth or social status, even though, as far as they could, they became a 
closed patrician oligarchy, with a characteristic life-style of their own, 
especially after around 1650, and tended to marry exclusively amongst each 
other. What defined them as a group, and always formed the basis of their 
influence in civic society, was holding office in city government.®' Thus, 
young people, and women, could belong to regent families but no one could 
be a regent without holding civic office. Moreover, even though being 
co-opted, or appointed, to membership of a town vroedschap in principle 
meant membership for life, there were situations in which vroedschap 
members were removed, never to return, and thus ceased to be regents. 
Thus, even after becoming a regent, one did not automatically remain one 
until death. 

The Burgundian dukes, from the mid-fifteenth century onwards, had 
deliberately encouraged the development of closed regent oligarchies, reduc- 
ing access to civic government and confining it to the hands of the richest 
segment of urban society.” Wealth was explicitly part of the rationale of the 
regent class in the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries: as its foremost 
members the regents were supposed to represent the propertied sector of the 
urban population. Wealth was also assumed to provide the necessary 
freedom, time, and means if one was to devote oneself seriously to public 
affairs. But wealth alone was never a sufficient qualification for entry into 
the vroedschap. In the first place, it was taken for granted that vroedschap 
members should be natives of the province, and preferably the town, in 
which they were regents and that their families should long have been linked 
to the town. Secondly, persons considered unsuitable, by the Burgundian 
dukes and their Habsburg successors, or their Stadholders, could be 
removed, or debarred, from the vroedschap. Also unwanted candidates 
including former regents could be prevented from by-passing the current 
vroedschap and being elected schepenen (town magistrates, or eschevins) and 
in many towns also as burgomasters, by means of the selection made by the 
Stadholders from double lists of nominees for these offices which the town 
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governments were obliged to submit. Furthermore, even though the regents 
may have been the richest segment in a town originally, with the passage of 
time, and changes in circumstances, others became as wealthy or wealthier, 
and disparities of wealth among regents widened, so that neither in the 
sixteenth century, nor later, can the regents be equated purely and simply 
with the richest stratum of the urban population. On the contrary, their 
place within, and relationship to, the richest stratum of urban society was 
always complex and frequently fraught with tensions, sometimes leading to 
a bitter rivalry of élites within a town. 

Although one became a vroedschap member, in principle, for life, mem- 
bership could be temporary. The schepenen, by contrast, were elected for 
one year only and did not have to be members of the vroedschap, though, 
if they were not, this was usually because a close relative was already a 
sitting member. Seldom was someone appointed schepen who did not, 
sooner or later, enter the vroedschap. However, the chief salaried official in 
each town, the town secretary or ‘pensionary’, was not necessarily con- 
sidered a regent, since what was needed for this important post was a 
competent official with legal training who might well be hired, and often 
was, from outside. But, equally, he might belong to a regent family, in the 
town where he served as pensionary, or in another town, as was later the 
case with Grotius, who came from a Delft regent family but became 
pensionary of Rotterdam, and would then clearly count as a ‘regent’. 

The cohesion and homogeneity imparted to the regent group by their 
exclusive control of civic government, and the influence this gave over 
patronage in the towns and administration of the charitable houses and 
welfare was, to an extent, compromised by the variety of backgrounds and 
economic origins of the regent class. In Rotterdam, for example, in the 
middle of the sixteenth century, it is possible to distinguish between a 
tightly-knit core who had been part of the Rotterdam patriciate for decades, 
since Burgundian or early Habsburg days, and who were mostly brewers, or 
else cloth, herring, or dairy dealers, from a group of relative newcomers, 
largely unconnected with the older patriciate, whose families had come in 
from outside, often but a few decades before, and often of only recent 
wealth, though in some cases members of regent families in other towns.“ 

In Amsterdam, in the early sixteenth century, the regent élite consisted 
largely of Baltic traders who had been filling vroedschap vacancies, since 
1477, with members drawn from their own circle. But the continuity broke 
owing to the spread of Protestant influence in the city. Like so much of civic 
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society, the Amsterdam regent group became permeated with Protestant 
ideas and sympathies and after the Anabaptist rising of 1535, most were 
purged by the Habsburg ‘authorities and replaced. with’ ‘sincere Catho- 
lycken’. These new men, often belonging to families only recently arrived in 
Amsterdam, or become wealthy,® formed a close-knit oligarchy which 
lasted forty years (1538-78); they: were mostly brewers, cloth, dairy, or 
herring dealers, or soap-boilers, rather than participants in overseas trade. 
One of the dairy dealers, Jan..Vechtersz (1520-91), was born in: Hoorn; 
another of: the new men, the lawyer Arent Sandelijn (d.- 1607), later a 
staunch royalist who, after the Revolt, left Holland and became a member 
of the royalist Hof of Gelderland, was born at The Hague, as also was the 
brewer Jan Michiel: Loefisz. Two key members of the ‘sincere Catholycke’ 
oligarchy of 1538-78 were Joost Buyck (1505-88), burgomaster of Amster- 
dam seventeen times between 1549 and 1£77, who was the son of a brewer, 
and himself a cloth dealer, and Sijbrant Occo (1514-87), much the most 
cosmopolitan figure among them, who had studied at Ingolstadt, Leuven, 
Bourges, Orléans, and Bologna and who, like his father before him, was the 
Amsterdam factor of the great German banking house of Fugger. 

In the inland provinces, a regent. patriciate had also evolved but along 
somewhat different lines, less fully, and with less external regulation. As 
against the north-west Netherlands model of civic government—burgo- 
masters, schepenen and ordinary vroedschap members exercising exclusive 
control and subject to intervention only from above—in Utrecht, and the 
cities of the north-east Netherlands, the guilds traditionally exercised greater 
influence and there was generally a second council, in addition to the raad, 
a wider consultative body, intended as a supplementary authority and 
counter-weight. In Utrecht, guilds had been dominant in civic politics before 
1528, but incorporation into the Habsburg Netherlands resulted in the city’s 
government being reshaped along the lines of the Holland model and the 
influence of the guilds being ended. Elsewhere, a situation developed in 
which the second council, usually called the Sworn Council (Gezworen 
Gemeente), as in Groningen and Deventer, or the Gemeenslieden, as in 
Nijmegen and other Gelderland towns, which was larger than the raad, and 
supposed to represent the guilds and the community, elected the burgo- 
masters and schepenen each year.”’ In practice, the raad tended to extend its 
influence over the Sworn Council, absorbing it into the regent oligarchy by 
ensuring that it filled vacancies by co-opting patricians who then kept their 
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seats: for life-and were closely related to members of the raad. But the 
influence of: the guilds was never wholly extinguished and at times of 
agitation or tension among the community tended to become stronger, 
Thus, the situation in the north-east tended towards greater dispersal of 
power in civic politics. The raad,.in the east, was generally smaller than the 
vroedschap,. in the west, in Groningen, for example, comprising sixteen 
persons, including four burgomasters, while the Sworn Council consisted of 
twenty-four. On taking major decisions, the practice was for the raad to 
consult the Sworn Council and act in its name, as well as its-own. 

‘In the. cities of Flanders and Brabant, the patrician oligarchies had 
generally been locked in protracted and often bitter conflict. with the major 
textile guilds during the later Middle Ages and been. forced to make many 
more concessions to guild participation in city government than had those 
of the north. Although Antwerp (from 1486) and some others had sub- 
sequently eliminated this guild involvement,:or drastically curtailed it, in 
other cases, such.as‘at Ghent (until 1540) and Mechelen, ‘deacons’ and 
‘sworn’ representatives of the guilds still constituted a large and important 
part of the city council. In contrast to the cities of the north where there were 
usually four burgomasters (except Zeeland where Middelburg, Zierikzee, 
and Flushing all had two), the Flemish and Brabantine cities normally had 
two burgomasters. As in the north, the number of magistrates varied, 
Leuven and Brussels each having seven, Ghent thirteen, and Antwerp, from 
1556, no fewer than eighteen. In the south, no less than the north, the court 
at Brussels, under Charles V, was forceful and systematic in exercising its 
power, usually through the Stadholders, to choose burgomasters and magis- 
trates each year from double and treble lists of nominations presented by the 
city councils. Only Antwerp enjoyed virtual autonomy. Ghent after 1540 
was brought especially firmly under the ruler’s thumb (see p. 132 below): 

Throughout the Habsburg Netherlands, then, the cities were governed by 
a patrician élite drawn from amongst each city’s wealthiest ‘and most 
prominent citizens. But the leverage of the court in Brussels, and the 
Stadholders, over the selection of burgomasters and magistrates, combined 
with the fact that civic administration greatly restricted time for one’s 
private business and also the tendency of regent élites (as far as they could) 
to become self-perpetuating, meant that there was generally a growing gap 
between the regent élites, on the one hand, and the cities’ active business 
élites, which might well include immigrants from elsewhere or men of recent 
wealth, on the other. The tensions this created tended to be exacerbated 
from the 1520s onwards, moreover, by differences of attitude on religion 
and towards the regime. ~* Ms 
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THE SEEDS OF REVOLT 


S- 1492 the Habsburg Netherlands had been generally quiescent. With 
the unification process north of the rivers accelerating after 1522, the 
Low Countries were, to all appearances, being successfully welded into a 
single, increasingly integrated state serviced by a growing, university-trained 
bureaucracy.' Admittedly, this transition towards a more orderly, cohesive, 
Habsburg Netherlands was not proceeding smoothly in all respects. The 
processes of unification, centralization, and bureaucratization were bound 
to generate serious stresses, especially where the changes were most extens- 
ive—in ‘the north. The recently annexed provinces showed considerable 
reluctance to accept the new provincial high courts and other innovations 
introduced by the Habsburg authorities. In Holland the regime’s policy of 
turning the Hof into an instrument of central government, staffed by 
university-trained lawyers, discontinuing the Burgundian practice of draw- 
ing the Hof’s judges from the Holland and Zeeland nobility, as well as the 
general (and growing) reliance on non-noble administrators, had planted 
seeds of discord between regime and nobility which was to have serious 
consequences in the future.? Holland nobles also resented the assigning of 
posts in their province to Brabanters, persons who ‘do not use the Dutch 
language’, and others who are ‘not subjects of the Emperor’ s lands over on 
this side’—that is the Low Countries.’ 

A further cause of disgruntlement among the nobilities of all three large 
provinces was the deliberate placing of officials from lesser provinces, whom 
the regime particularly trusted in influential positions, thereby diverting, 
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into the hands of such men, patronage which had formerly been exercised 
by leading nobles. One example of this was the appointment of the Frisian 
jurist Viglius van Aytta (1507-77), a man proud of his Frisian background 
(who became one of the leading figures of central government in Brussels, 
under Philip II), as keeper of the charters of Holland, in 1550.‘ At the same 
time the anti-heresy campaign was generating stress between central govern- 
ment and local authorities fearful of loss of jurisdiction and violation of 
‘privileges’ in all the provinces. 

But, until the 1550s, these tensions, though considerable, seemed man- 
ageable. It appeared that the Habsburg government was succeeding in 
uniting the Netherlands, expanding and refining the apparatus of central 
government, and containing, if not eliminating, Protestantism without 
simultaneously provoking more opposition than it could cope with. But the 
relative smoothness of the transition, until the 1540s, resulted partly from 
absence of the pressures associated with waging war. Whilst there was no 
major military threat the Crown had no need to heap fresh exactions on the 
populace. | 

This relative tranquillity ended in the 1540s. After 1540, the Habsburg 
Netherlands was once again drawn into prolonged confrontation, and war, 
with France. As a consequence, all provinces were subjected to heavy new 
burdens of taxation, recruiting, billeting, provisioning, and movement of 
troops.’ Up to a point, Charles V and his successor, Philip II of Spain, were 
fortunate in the timing of this escalation of pressure. Antwerp’s progress as 
the hub of Europe’s rich trades’ was stimulating industrial activity, and 
creating new wealth in the south while, simultaneously, the expansion of 
Holland’s bulk-carrying and fisheries increased the affluence and population 
of the maritime zone in the north.® But the very success of the economy 
posed dangers for the regime. The growing prosperity of the Habsburg 
Netherlands compared with Spain, or Habsburg Italy, and the sophistica- 
tion of the Antwerp money market, were bound to tempt a government, 
straining every nerve to expand its military establishment, to rely excessively 
on these resources. The ease of communications, readiness with which 
money could borrowed or raised, and availability of everything that might 
be needed was all too apt to encourage an unhealthy financial, logistical, 
and strategic dependence of the Habsburg Crown on its Netherlands 
provinces.’ | 
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The. fundamental change in the 1540s, resulted from a shift in the focus 
of Habsburg—Valois conflict in Europe. Until around 1540 rivalry between 
Spain and France for hegemony of Europe had focused primarily on Italy. 
Western Europe’s two great powers had contended for control of Naples 
and southern Italy and later for Milan. For decades Italy was Europe’s école 
de guerre, the strategic arena where new types of fortification and military 
techniques evolved, the general place d’armes where the leading: powers 
paraded their might and grappled for supremacy. 

By the late 1530s, however, France had been effectively shut out of Italy 
and Frangois I was seeking ways to both widen the: conflict and more 
effectively challenge Habsburg dominance. As he began to shift troops and 
resources to the Netherlands frontier and construct a string of the new 
Italian-style fortresses, resistant to artillery, posing a strategic. threat to 
Flanders and the Walloon provinces, Charles V had little alternative but to 
follow suit.* A network of major new fortresses, such as those at Mons and 
Gravelines, took shape. The regime in Brussels began to make sharply 
escalating demands on the Netherlands for funds, men, and supplies. 

- As the build-up on both sides of the. French—Netherlands frontier conti- 
nued, it became apparent that the shift of focus in Habsburg—Valois rivalry 
in Europe in fact favoured the Habsburgs rather than France. During the 
1540s, and still more in the 1550s, it became obvious that the Netherlands 
was, from many points of view, the ideal strategic base for Habsburg power 
in Europe.? Not only were transportation, and the logistics of war, more 
easily and efficiently handled in the Low Countries than Italy, not only was 
it easier to feed, and supply, troops there, and obtain cash at short notice, 
but the geography of the Low Countries—in the conditions of warfare of 
the time—was peculiarly favourable. While it was difficult for Francois to 
construct enough fortresses to seal France off effectively, so that the terrain 
on the French side lay invitingly open, the dense clustering of fortresses, 
walled towns, dikes, canals, and rivers on the Netherlands side rendered the 
Habsburg Low Countries a virtually impenetrable defensive network. More- 
over, Paris itself was not far from the then Netherlands frontier. Merely by 
crossing the. border: in strength one could sow panic in France. Pressure 
could thus be more effectively exerted on France from the Netherlands than 
from Italy or Spain, Charles knowing (from experience) how frustratingly 
inconclusive it could be invading southern, or eastern, France.'° In short, 
once armed and primed, the Netherlands was the strategic base of Europe 
par excellence. If she based her military might there, Spain had a permanent, 
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built-in advantage; being able to penetrate into France almost at will, while 
the French could effect little against the Netherlands. Thus the Netherlands 
came to be seen, as Spanish ministers later expressed it, as the ‘bridle’ of 
France.'! 

But if the Netherlands was to fulfil its potential as the ‘bridle’ of France, 
an .adequate flow of funds was needed and Charles had to persuade the 
seventeen provinces to co-operate, or at least acquiesce. There was bound 
to be some obstruction. But at first -this seemed to' pose no great difficulty. 
Only Ghent directly opposed the Emperor’s demands, rebelling against his 
regent, Mary of Hungary, in 1539-40. Charles came in person. to suppress 
the revolt, harshly punishing the city—and. warning others of the con- 
sequences of. disobedience—by cancelling its privileges.'* During the 1540s, 
the Habsburg regime appeared to be achieving all its strategic, fiscal, 
administrative, and political objectives.in the Low Countries. Between 1542 
and 1544, the provinces met the Crown’s demands by levying direct--taxes 
on wealth and through packages of excises, especially on beer, -wine, salt, 
and herring, which came to be known as the nieuwe middelen—or ‘new 
means’.'? The Brussels regime achieved a major breakthrough by inducing 
the provincial States to adopt the method (which in the past individual cities 
had. experimented. with) of issuing interest-bearing annuities, or bonds, 
known as renten. In Holland, where the States were eager to co-operate 
whilst the war was directed against Gelderland, the transition to organizing 
the province’s contributions to central government on the basis ofa 
‘long-term funded ‘debt, based on issues of bonds administered by the States 
themselves, took place precisely during the conquest of Gelderland, in 
1542-3. 

By means of these interest-yielding renten, issued. to the public, large sums 
could be raised with which to fund the central government’s military 
expenditure. by provincial States which had-the local connections, and 
status, to inspire confidence that the interest on the annuities would be 
regularly paid.'* Although, at first, a proportion were compulsorily imposed 
on civic and ecclesiastical bodies. of various sorts, there was, also from the 
outset, genuine: interest among the.public. States of Holland renten were 
often purchased as family investments by officials and especially civic 
Magistrates and regents in Holland itself.'* 
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To begin with, the new: province-based system of ifunding thei:govern- 
ment’s war expenses proved an efficient means of coping. with the ‘burden, 
and mitigating the disruptive effect of rising fiscal pressure. But as the years 
passed, and. there was no-let up in government’s demands, ‘it became 
apparent that the Emperor was routinely using the Netherlands as his chief 
strategic bulwark and resource, in pursuit of goals which were vital to him 
but had little to do with the Netherlands."® This feeling was particularly 
strong north of the rivers, the States of Holland having traditionally taken 
the view that conflict with France was no concern of theirs. With the onset 
of the Habsburg—Valois war of 1552-9, disaffection rapidly mounted. The 
scale of military operations was now much greater than in the 1540s, as was 
the escalation in demands on the provinces for money, men, and supplies. 
Military expenditure in the Netherlands during this war rose to twice the 
level of 1542-4 when government spending. had already reached unpre- 
cedented' heights. Moreover; this time the emergency lasted considerably 
longer. Besides more excises, the provinces had to impose frequent levies on 
assessed wealth. With the funded debt overstretched, an unsecured deficit 
accumulated which, by 1557, had reached seven times the level of 1544.'’ 

Different provinces responded to the financial crisis in different ways. 
Many simply knuckled under and issued unprecedented quantities of 
interest-bearing bonds. By exploiting this avenue to the limit, some provin- 
cial and town governments paid for a period of continued tranquillity at the 
price of severe financial dislocation later. Until 1562 Lille, for example, was 
able to keep up interest payments on the huge quantity of bonds issued by 
the city in the 1550s, but then found itself in chronic financial difficulty.” 
As long as the system functioned smoothly, the most affluent sections of 
society were happy enough to co-operate with Brussels. The public were 
paying the interest on the annuities, through indirect taxation, so that the 
bonds themselves proved increasingly attractive as an investment among the 
rich and influential. After 1550, it was no longer necessary for the States to 
arrange compulsory sales. In Holland the chief problem was that govern- 
ment demands eventually involved sums too large to be raised through the 
bonds system without pushing excises up to impossible levels with the result 
that the proceeds had increasingly to be supplemented with additional 
taxation. 

The position was quite different; however, in the newly acquired prov- 
inces. Here the exactions of central government encountered less developed 
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financial: systems. and raised all kinds of constitutional and political, as well 
as fiscal, issues. The nobles and regents of the recently subdued provinces 
insisted that both the heavy taxation and other government initiatives 
violated ‘their constitutions. and the terms ‘on which they had accepted 
Charles V as their sovereign.'? Friesland, Overijssel, and Gelderland drew 
inspiration from the mounting obstreperousness which they perceived in 
each other, insisting that they would only vote money for the Crown if their 
grievances were.addressed. The Stadholder of Friesland managed to fob off 
the States of that province in 1554, with a promise to attend to complaints 
after a subsidy was-agreed. But this did not work again and by the time of 
its gathering in 1558 the Frisian assembly was refusing to vote any money 
at all. 

In the newly won provinces, the escalation in fiscal pressure had the effect 
of exacerbating deep-seated political resentments over the way the Crown 
had sought to integrate them into the rest of Habsburg Netherlands and the 
powers which central government, had arrogated to itself. In Overijssel and 
Gelderland it was especially the Emperor’s efforts to set up provincial high 
courts, and to subordinate provincial government to central government, 
which was the bone of contention.” In. Friesland, besides dislike of the new 
‘Hof the nobles resented the Crown’s appropriation of the power to appoint 
the rural magistrates, or grietmannen. Habsburg policy in Friesland since the 
1520s had had the effect of reducing the proportion of the grietmannen who 
were Frisian nobles to a minority, through assigning many of these key 
posts to non-noble Frisians or non-Frisians.”' 

In several provinces tension between the provincial States and the 
provincial high courts, backed by central government, was aggravated by 
the way the financial emergency led to an expansion of the functions of the 
States. A central objective of the Habsburg regime was to subordinate the 
provincial administrations to central government. But under the pressure of 
war, and pressing need for more funds, the regime had little alternative but 
to assign a larger and larger role to the States in the collection of taxation 
and management of finance. The basic principle of the funded debt, that the 
bonds were issued. by the provincial States,” who guaranteed them and who 
alone could inspire confidence among the public, made this inevitable. The 
result was a political contradiction which lay at the root of the mounting 
friction evident throughout the Netherlands in the 1550s.” 
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Everywhere, the States began to meet more frequently than before and 
discharge more business. Between 1542 and 1562, the States of Holland 
convened no fewer than 285 times, an average of 13.5 times per year. The 
then secretary or ‘Advocate’ of the States of Holland, Adriaen van der Goes 
(1543-60), presided over a rapid extension of the tasks and scope of his 
office..A direct consequence in various provinces was a growing tussle. over 
whether the provincial States had the right to gather of their own accord, 
and determine their agenda, or could meet only when summoned by the 
ruler, or his Stadholder, or Hof, under an agenda set by central government. 
For the moment the issue remained unresolved. 

The situation in the mid 1550s was not helped by the sudden disarray at 
court. The transfer of power from Charles V who, weary of his wars and 
responsibilities, had decided to abdicate to his son Philip, proved a complic- 
ated procedure. Philip arrived from Spain in the Netherlands, where he was 
to spend the next four years, in September 1555. On 22 October he was 
proclaimed Master of the Order of the Golden Fleece. Three days later, 
before a full gathering of the States General in Brussels, in the presence of 
delegations from all the provinces except Overijssel, the aged Emperor, 
leaning on the shoulder of the young Prince of Orange, read out his 
abdication speech, proclaiming Philip the new ruler of the seventeen 
provinces. 

But the Netherlands. was the first of the Emperor’s territories to be 
transferred to Philip and, at that point, Charles seems not to have intended 
a full transfer of his power. He marked his pending but, it was widely 
presumed, only partial departure from the scene by making numerous 
appointments to high administrative, ecclesiastical, and military office which 
Philip then had little choice but to confirm.”s The temporary lack of a clear 
focus of power was compounded in that in recent years, with Philip in 
Spain, father and son had disagreed over a range of strategic issues facing 
their empire, besides which it was expected that Philip would shortly be 
leaving the Netherlands. It was for this reason that Charles chose (in 
consultation with Philip) Emanuele Filiberto, duke of Savoy (1528-80), one 
of his trusted commanders whom he had admitted into the Order of the 
Golden Fleece in 1546 (at the-same time as the duke of Alva), to come to 
Brussels to act as ‘lieutenant-governor’ and, in practice, regent in the 
Netherlands. Charles was the main influence not only in installing Savoy but 
also in determining the composition of his Council of State, which included 
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the young Prince of Orange, Granvelle, Lalaing, and Viglius.” The fact that 
Philip, contrary to expectation, then stayed at Brussels, ‘despite being 
proclaimed king of Spain and the Americas, in January 1556, and being 
(since 1553) consort of Queen Mary of England,. and exercised power 
without reference to this Council of State, created a context of extraordinary 
overlap in no.way eased by the fact that Charles (still with the title of Holy 
Roman Emperor) also remained in the Netherlands until September 1556. 

Philip put his first package of financial demands to the States General in 
March 1556. The Crown’s financial exigency was now such that the king 
demanded the unheard of sum of 3 million guilders. to be raised through 
direct levies on assessed wealth including a tooth Penny, or 1 per cent, levy 
on fixed property and 2 per cent of liquid assets.?? The provinces, headed by 
Brabant, refused. An exasperated Savoy then reconvened the States General 
at Valenciennes, in August, insisting the war was now at a critical juncture 
and that the money was urgently required. Convinced that the Netherlands 
was paying too much, compared with Spain and Spanish Italy, and:that the 
war was being fought more in the interest of Spain and Italy than the Low 
Countries, the delegations spent their time airing their grievances. The king 
was mightily displeased. Not until 1558 did the States General belatedly 
concede most of the money and even then only on their own terms. The 
subsidy they offered, and which Philip had no alternative but to accept, the 
so-called Novennial Aid of 1558, was to run over nine years with the funds 
being collected, managed, and accounted by the States General. The 
assembly of 1558, strained though the occasion was, was the last on which 
Crown, provinces, and States General could find any basis on which they 
could work together. 

Meanwhile, Philip clinched victory in his war with France. In 1557, 
exploiting to the full the strategic advantages offered by the Netherlands, his 
forces shattered the French army at Saint-Quentin (across the border from 
Cambrai), capturing the town and surrounding area. As a result of this great 
victory the prestige of the Spanish Crown was vastly enhanced throughout 
Europe even though the original intention to project the king as a conqueror 
had been somewhat marred by the fact that Savoy had been forced to start 
the battle whilst Philip was still some distance away at Cambrai. Neverthe- 
less, it was a triumph both strategically and psychologically, Saint-Quentin 
being half-way on the main route between Brussels and Paris. It sowed panic 
in Paris and compelled Henri II to come to terms. The battle was fought on 
St Lawrence’s day, 10 August, a fact which figured prominently sub- 
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sequently in the iconography of the great palace of the Escorial which.Philip 
dedicated to ‘San Lorenzo’ and work on which began in'1563. The Escorial 
and its décor were intended, in part,;.to be a monument not just to Philip 
II’s.victory in the Netherlands but to his striving for a hegemony in Europe 
which would be religious as well as political.** The frescos of the battle of 
Saint-Quentin in the hall of battles, at the Escorial, painted in the late 1580s, 
deliberately pair Saint-Quentin with the victory of Christian Castile over the 
Muslims of Granada, at Higueruela, in. 1431. One of the main effects of 
Saint-Quentin- was that it freed. Philip to resume his struggle against both 
Protestantism and Islam..: 


CRISIS, 1559-1566 


Philip’s decision to return to Spain after making peace with France at 
Cateau-Cambrésis (April 1559) was rightly perceived at the time as a key 
event. The. war with France had ended. But the grave problems in the Low 
Countries which that war had given rise to, or aggravated, had not. The 
king’s advisers in Brussels, especially his new right-hand-man, Antoine 
Perrenot:de Granvelle (1517-86); a:bureaucrat of non-noble background 
from the Franche-Comté, urged him to remain in the troubled Netherlands 
rather than return to Spain. Philip, as well as they, was deeply worried. The 
immense debt which the.Crown had ‘accumulated, the fiasco of the States 
General gatherings of 1556 and 1558, the obstreperousness of the newly 
acquired provinces, the desperate need for cash with which to pay off the 
army (most of which now had to be disbanded), the restlessness of the 
nobility, and the inexorable advance of Protestantism, represented each in 
itself a formidable difficulty. Together, all this constituted a challenge to the 
regime, and Catholic faith, of frightening proportions, not eased by Savoy’s 
refusal to continue as regent in Philip’s absence.” 

Philip’s return to Spain was. neither: a sign of his undervaluing the 
Netherlands, nor underestimating the crisis which now engulfed the north- 
ern part of his world-monarchy. On the contrary, he was convinced the 
situation in the Low Countries, above all regarding religion, was extremely 
grave.* But he also believed, with: some justification, that the whole of the 
Spanish monarchy was in the midst of a crisis. He had defeated France— 
just. But France still appeared strong and likely to continue to challenge 
Spain’s supremacy ‘and be a ‘vast drain on Philip’s resources. Besides this, 
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he had to confront the growing Ottoman offensive in the Mediterranean, 
hampered by decades of neglect of Spain’s: defences in the south, and 
innumerable financial and administrative problems in Spain itself.. Philip 
returned to Castile not only. set on reviving his galley fleets m the Mediter- 
ranean, and organizing a.counter-offensive against the advance of Islam, but 
convinced that only by reasserting royal authority, and. husbanding resour- 
ces, in Spain, would. he be able to rescue his empire as a whole, oe 
the Netherlands, from imminent disintegration. 

In one respect the outlook brightened unexpectedly. France's strong iis 
Henri Il, died in a jousting accident shortly after the conclusion of the 
Franco-Spanish peace. As a consequence France was neutralized, indeed 
soon sank into a state of internal disarray which led, in 1562, to the onset 
of decades of civil war, and international weakness. An enormous pressure 
was thus lifted from the Low Countries. Yet this was to have none of the 
beneficial effects which diversion of French attention from the Netherlands 
after 1492 had had. This time there was no easy transition to harmonious 
relations between ruler and ruled following the lapsing. of the external 
threat. For unlike his father and grandfather, Philip had no intention of 
delegating his power to the great magnates, or permitting their clienteles to 
monopolize the proceeds of political, administrative, and ecclesiastical 
patronage. After 1492, Maximilian and Philip I had largely accepted the 
ascendancy of the magnates. There was (then) .no other .plausible course. 
But, for Philip, there was an alternative political strategy which his. in- 
grained suspiciousness of powerful men,-and his religious convictions, 
encouraged him to follow.*' The rise in. the Netherlands, as in.all western 
Europe, of a university-trained non-noble bureaucracy, staffing-much of the 
judicial and fiscal administration, had driven a wedge between Crown and 
nobles which had scarcely existed before 1500 and which could not be 
removed without reversing the growth in the power of central administra- 
tion and the state, which had taken place since Maximilian’s time.** Nor was 
it possible to abandon the processes of centralization and bureaucratization 
in the Low Countries without also abandoning the drive to combat heresy 
and reinvigorate the Church. 

To preside over central government in the Low Countries in his absence, 
Philip chose: as regent his illegitimate half-sister, Margaret of Parma, a 
Habsburg lady who he knew lacked experience and political skill and would 
require extensive advice and guidance. At the same. time, he avowed his 
confidence in the great magnates, appointing William of Orange Stadholder 
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of ‘Holland, Zeeland,.and Utrecht, and Lamoraal, count of Egmond, 
Stadholder of Flanders and Artois. Nominally, the magnates were again to 
form the heart of the government as members of the Council of State, in 
Brussels, where. they sat alongside the heads of the royal bureaucracy— 
Granvelle and Viglius van Aytta, president of the Council.” But, from the 
outset, despite Philip’s formal :instructions.to Margaret, effective control 
over decision-making; 'and administrative and ecclesiastical patronage, lay 
with Granvelle and: Viglius.* Before leaving, Philip did what he could to 
make the arrangement:a stable one and secure the co-operation of the grands 
seigneurs: But, partly owing to his deficiency in languages and reserved 
personality, he.lacked that ease of manner with the great lords characteristic 
of his father. Convening the Order of the Golden Fleece, on the eve of his 
departure, he admonished the magnates to combat heresy, champion the 
Church, and attend mass daily. His remarks were interpreted as implying 
they had thus far been negligent in this respect and were ill-received.*5 

The split between the magnates and Granvelle which rapidly developed, 
after: Philip’s departure, reflected the wider rift in Netherlands society 
between power structures and patronage systems. Granvelle enjoyed a solid 
base.of support in the judicial administration, in sections of the Church, and 
from one or two great magnates—notably Philippe de Croy, duke of 
Aerschot, and Jean.de: Ligne, count .of Aremberg—who opposed Orange.** 
But the disaffected great:lords possessed, as Granvelle and Philip well knew, 
immense. influence at many: levels throughout the seventeen provinces. 
Crucial was :the role of William of Orange, wealthiest, as well as cleverest 
and most eloquent.of the magnates—his later sobriquet ‘the Silent’ referred 
not to any taciturn inclination (he was in fact loquacious) but to his not 
saying what he thought. This outstandingly adroit politician soon emerged 
as Granvelle’s chief rival for power. Head of the Nassau dynasty since the 
death of René of Chdlons in 1544, when he had moved from Dillenburg to 
the ancestral palace of the Nassaus at Breda,*”’ William had long been a 
pre-eminent figure at- Brussels and in Brabant. Moreover, hitherto, he had 
been an energetic supporter of royal policy;** and had been much in favour 
with the Emperor. After Philip’s accession, Orange had made a considerable 
contribution to organizing the war against France. Philip’s appointing him 
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Stadholder of Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht. was, not just an ackriow- 
ledgment.of his power and wealth but an indication the Crown expected him 
to be as supportive in: the future as he had been in the past. 

There: were hints of ‘discord between William and the king even before 
Philip departed for Spain,: notably concerning the latter’s wish that. some 
Spanish troops should. remain in the country.* Probably there: was also 
already an element of personal. antipathy between the reserved and ‘pious 
monarch and the extrovert grand seigneur.. But both before, and for two 
years after, Philip’s. departure, there was no. suggestion that: William would 
soon cease to be a central pillar of royal authority and the.regime. It was not 
until 1561, the year of William’s second marriage, to Anna of Saxony, that 
the tension .between the Prince. and Granvelle. became an open split. The 
early motivation for Orange’s opposition to royal policy in the Netherlands 
was probably just the usual one.amongst great noblemen of the sixteenth 
century—the ambitious pursuit of power .and: prestige. Especially after the 
outbreak of civil war in France, in which the main role was played by the 
‘great nobles, Granvelle was convinced that the underlying disaffection, and 
‘progress of Protestantism, in the Netherlands might well tempt. a leading 
‘seigneur, such as Orange, to put himself at the head of the growing forces of 
opposition and exploit them for his own ends.* But while there was a strong 
dose of self-seeking ambition in William’s break: with Granvelle, there was 
also, from the outset, a deeper -commitment to the cause of freedom. of 
conscience, and religious compromise, than was to be found amongst the 
‘other great lords of the Netherlands.*" No doubt this had much to do with 
his early background and family’s German Protestant. connections. His 
father, William the Rich, had exhibited strong Lutheran tendencies: 

In any case, by 1561, the year. the split between Orange and Granvelle 
became irrevocable, he nailed his colours inextricably to the mast of 
religious compromise by marrying Anna of Saxony, niece of the leading 
Lutheran prince of Germany. The marriage was bound to heighten Philip’s 
suspicions and encourage the public to see him as a champion of policies of 
religious compromise. A politique to his fingertips, lacking strong commit- 
ment to any confessional stance, William showed great dexterity in position- 
ing himself between the irresistible force of advancing Protestantism in the 
Netherlands and immovable object of Philip’s Catholic zeal. Well versed in 
saying different things to different correspondents, he still professed un- 
swerving loyalty to the Catholic Church in letters to Philip. But his basic 
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aim remained consistent: to broker a negotiated religious compromise in the 
Habsburg Netherlands of which the magnates, led by himself, would be the 
arbiters and political beneficiaries.” 

Since the royal administration, headed by Granvelle and -Viglius, was 
striving to intensify the anti-heresy campaign, and simultaneously 
strengthen central government’s administrative and judicial grip over the 
provinces and towns, it was natural that magnates opposing Granvelle 
should work against the anti-heresy drive. By the early 1560s some nobles, 
especially north of the rivers, were beginning to reveal their Protestant 
sympathies and openly tolerate Protestant activism in emulation, in part, of 
what was happening in France. In the Brederode lordship of Vianen, 
wedged between Holland and Utrecht, there was more or less open 
Protestantizing activity by the early 1560s.“3 In the enclaves of the banner- 
heren of Gelderland, such as Culemborg, Borculo-Lichtenvoorde, and 
Batenburg, a similar Protestantizing atmosphere prevailed.“ William too, in 
his town of Breda, conspicuously intervened, if not actively to promote 
Protestant worship, then certainly to shield Protestants from official perse- 
cution.** Philippe de Montmorency, count of Horn (1524-68), did likewise 
in his autonomous county of Horn. 

Philip himself knew that the position of the Catholic Church in the 
Habsburg Netherlands was now critical.“ Protestantism, open, semi- 
concealed, or Nicodemist, saturated the entire country. Furthermore, the 
edifice of royal authority and administrative centralization which formed the 
sole basis on which the anti-heresy campaign in the Habsburg Netherlands 
could proceed, or even survive, had now been seriously undermined by both 
the split in the Council of State and the fact that the king, under pressure 
from the States and nobility, had had to recall the last Spanish troops from 
the. country, in January 1561. The grip of the royal administration had 
clearly been weakened. Yet the king judged, despite the evident dangers, 
that he had no choice, unless he was willing to see the Catholic Church in 
the Low Countries collapse completely within a few years, but to press on 
with reforming the Netherlands. Church and enforcing his measures against 
heresy. 

The plans for reorganizing the Netherlands Church and setting up the new 
archbishoprics and bishoprics to provide a firm organizational structure had 
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been published in the papal bull. super universas, in 1559.4’ It was not until 
1561, ‘however, that the preliminary work of planning the new bishoprics 
and their boundaries, and earmarking abbey lands and other ecclesiastical 
revenues, for transfer to the:new episcopal seats (see Map 6b), was 
completed, and the harder task-of.implementation could begin. Philip and 
Granvelle were hoping to: entrust the new bishoprics. to efficient, reliable 
churchmen, selected by virtue of education, and zeal, :rather than aristo- 
cratic connections. To oversee:the process Granvelle himself was appointed 
primate of the Netherlands Church as first archbishop.of Mechelen. But if 
the intention was to create.a bench of bishops who would be the. ecclesias- 
tical counterparts of the new class of jurists and bureaucrats staffing the 
king's judicial administration, in practice the king was forced to compromise 
with: local patronage networks,:and the views of the magnates, including 
William the Silent, and of the senior canons, who were often not the clergy 
most committed to suppressing-heresy.” .Thus,’ the first archbishop of 
Utrecht;. the indolent nobleman Schenck ‘von Tautenburg, the younger, 
possessed neither the ability, nor inclination; to discipline the clergy of 
Utrecht.” On the other hand, some of the new: bishops were men from 
modest backgrounds chosen for their zeal, anti-Protestant credentials, and 
administrative efficiency.. The new bishop of Middelburg, Nicholas de 
Castro, a man-of humble origins, Sonnius, the new bishop of ’s-Hertogen- 
bosch and author of the new. bishoprics scheme, and Wilhelmus Lindanus, 
designated for Roermond, were all professional inquisitors, zealots who 
could be relied on to pursue the goals set by the king with energy. The new 
bishop of Haarlem; Nicholas van Nieuwland, also a professional inquisitor, 
was less suitable, being a notorious drunkard. 

‘The disaffected magnates had little difficulty. in mobilizing opposition to 
the new::bishoprics programme, especially in the north. Here the newly 
acquired provinces, or rather their towns and. nobilities, viewed the new 
dioceses as a‘ political and: administrative device to erode their influence, 
regarding them with implacable suspicion.® There.was also firm opposition 
from influential elements among the clergy, wherever the projected transfer 
of revenues and benefices threatened to upset established. patronage net- 
works.. At ’s-Hertogenbosch, the installing. of Bishop. Sonnius was ob- 
structed by the abbots of the Meierij, as well as the States of Brabant, and, 
behind the scenes, William of Orange, who owned much land in the 
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environs.*' Lindanus,-a university graduate and son of a Dordrecht burgo- 
master,-was consecrated bishop of Roermond by Granvelle, at Mechelen, in 
April 1562. But after. the raad of Roermond protested to the States of 
Gelderland, Margaret of Parma, fearing major complications should she 
proceed without the consent of the States, postponed his instalment indefin- 
itely. Yet, as Sonnius had predicted, writing to Philip from Rome in 1559, 
the most obdurate :opposition stemmed from the States of Overijssel, 
Friesland, and Groningen.* In Overijssel, Deventer, Zwolle, and Kampen 
led a determined campaign denouncing the new bishops as ‘heretic-hunters 
and inquisitors’. In none of these provinces.was any progress made. before 
the coming of Alva, in 1567. 

The unpopularity of:the clergy was now palpable. Sonnius entered 
”s-Hertogenbosch in November 1562, to find the city heavy with tension: In 
defiance of a placard. of 1559 forbidding songs, plays, and pasquinades 
deriding Church or clergy, irreverent -verses circulated freely.>> The Francis- 
cans of Gelderland complained they dwelt in acute poverty, receiving no 
alms, since the people, moved by hatred of the Church of Rome, refused to 
give them any. There were sporadic outbreaks of violence: In March 1563, 
a Cistercian nunnery near. Leiden was plundered by a hostile mob.**. 

Such was the opposition to Granvelle that Philip was forced to dismiss 
him, in December. 1563. With this it appeared that Orange had achieved his 
goal: Philip, it seemed, would soon also be compelled to suspend the 
anti-heresy placards, the Inquisition, and the executions. The Prince spoke 
more forcefully than ever in the Council of State,-criticizing rulers who 
sought to force the. consciences of their. subjects, and impose ‘religious 
uniformity by coercion.*° Orange, Horn, and Egmond deliberately fomented 
opposition to the anti-heresy measures and new bishoprics, aiming to extend 
their own influence but not to challenge the ‘sovereignty, or. authority, of 
Philip II as such, or stir up the States to try to set up a-new form of state, 
Orange’s attitude during his disagreement with Holland in 1564-5 over 
whether or not the States.had the right to meet on their own initiative, in 
which he resolutely opposed their view, is not a little-ironic in view of later 
events.*” At that stage neither William, nor the other magnates, were 
endeavouring to alter the government of the country other than substitute 
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their own preponderance for that -of: the bureaucrats, Granvelle and 
Viglius.* The prolonged period of royal silence after the dismissal of 
Granvelle, and marked weakening of royal authority in.the Netherlands in 
the years 1564-5, seemed to vindicate William’s judgement, and his skill in 
handling the situation in the country. 

Consequently, Philip’s famous letters sent from the woods of Segovia,..of 
October 1565, rejecting the Council’s advice. to relax the anti-heresy 
measures, and insisting on continuing the campaign against heresy, hada 
sensational effect. To those determined to halt the oppression, the. endeay- 
ours of Orange and the magnates suddenly appeared both spineless and 
fruitless. A wave of protest pamphlets and handwritten pasquinades swept 
the land, causing mounting anxiety to ‘the Brussels regime and not least 
Viglius.*® Those nobles, mostly in the north, who had been espousing 
Protestantism privately over the last few years, now took matters into their 
own hands. Hendrik van Brederode, scion of the family which had led the 
Hoek rebellions of the fifteenth century, with his base: in ‘his juridically 
autonomous lordship of Vianen, took the lead, together with Floris, count 
of Culemborg (who, like Brederode and Orange, had a German Lutheran 
wife),"' and Orange’s younger brother, Count Louis of Nassau (1538-74), in 
harnessing the mounting agitation amongst the middling, and lower, 
nobility and setting up, in November 1565, the famous League of Com- 
promise.” This was a movement of Protestant and crypto-Protestant nobles 
intended to attract the support of all who desired a religious peace along the 
Mines the Huguenots were striving for in France. On 5 April 1566, some two 
‘hundred noblemen from various parts of the Low Countries, led by 
Brederode, forced their way into the presence of Margaret of Parma -in 
Brussels, and presented her with the Petition of Compromise, a vehement 
denunciation of the Inquisition and demand for its dismantlement, pub- 
lished in Dutch and German as well.as French versions, which included a 
scarcely veiled threat to resort to armed rebellion should it be rejected. It 
was:on this occasion that the sobriquet Gueux (beggars) was first pinned on 
the dissidents, a name which stuck and which they. now proudly adopted as 
a badge of revolt. 

The Petition of Compromise denounced ‘only the Inquisition, not the king, 
royal administration, or Church.” By focusing exclusively on the Inquisi- 
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tion, the challengers to royal authority could claim that they were. not 
rebelling against king or Church, and that their sole concern was to 
dismantle an institution universally hated in the Low Countries. But, at the 
same time, the petitioners made clear that in their eyes the Inquisition was 
not only evil but subversive of law and society, in conflict with both the 
rights and well-being of the country. The Inquisition, they asserted, ‘would 
deprive the States of this country of all freedom to-express their opinions, 
do away with all ancient privileges, franchises, and immunities, and not just 
make the burghers and inhabitants of this country miserable and perpetual 
slaves of the Inquisitors, who are worthless people, but even subject 
magistrates, office-holders, and all nobles to the mercy of their investiga- 
tions’. Over the Inquisition there could be no compromise, whoever sought 
to authorize or champion it. 

Margaret had no alternative but to give way. She agreed that the 
anti-heresy placards should be suspended for the interim whilst a delegation 
from the States General travelled to Spain to petition the king. Royal 
authority in the Habsburg Netherlands was now visibly disintegrating; 
Brederode triumphantly moved from town to town canvassing support and 
gathering noble signatures for his Compromise.” Large numbers of nobles 
signed in Flanders, Brabant, and especially Holland. There were also 
popular demonstrations at Haarlem, Amsterdam, and other towns with the 
mob yelling their support for the ‘Beggars’. 

With royal authority breaking down, and the Inquisition bridled, it was 
inevitable that there should be an immediate and vast upsurge of Protestant 
activity, including the forming of Calvinist consistories, throughout the 
Netherlands. A substantial number of Calvinist preachers, often former 
friars, who had been living in exile abroad, streamed back and joined in the 
work of forming organized congregations. Protestant sympathizers among 
the nobility who had thus far held back now cast off all inhibition. 
Especially blatant was the Protestantizing in the autonomous lordships, 
particularly Horn, Batenburg, Culemborg, and Brederode’s town of Vianen. 
Viglius afterwards described Vianen as the ‘hydra of the Revolt’ and the 
‘receptacle of all heretics’. 

Mass Calvinist preaching in the open air, the so-called hedge-preaching 
of 1566, began the month. after Brederode’s coup in Brussels, in west 
Flanders. The movement spread rapidly. By June, mass Calvinist gather- 
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ings, attended. by crowds numbering hundreds, and. not infrequently. thou- 
sands, took place in the fields outside Antwerp, Breda, and ’s-Hertogen- 
bosch.® In Holland, the mass preaching began in mid-July, outside Hoorn, 
and then spread rapidly to Enkhuizen, Haarlem, Amsterdam, and, during 
August, the towns of South Holland, except Dordrecht and Gouda.® Also 
in August, mass preaching began outside Utrecht. In Friesland, commenc- 
ing at Leeuwarden, the Protestants came out into the open during Septem- 
ber, as elsewhere, with huge crowds listening to the Reformed preachers.” 

The surge of hedge-preaching released an accumulation of tension which 
had built up over four decades. An intoxicating expectation of spiritual 
renewal swept the Low Countries, creating a feverish mood which pervaded 
every niche of culture and social awareness, though outwardly restraint 
continued for the moment in the towns—where the town councils ruled— 
even while obedience.to the king was: disintegrating without. Within the 
town walls, there were as yet no open attacks on the Church in word, deed, 
prints, or woodcuts. Nevertheless, there are many indications of the spiritual 
ferment of these months of an indirect kind, not least in art. Commencing 
in 1565, Maarten van Heemskerk published a series of prints, showing the 
destruction of idolatrous: temples and statues by enraged men wielding 
hammers and axes. It was at this time that Pieter Breughel (d. 1569) at 
Brussels, a famous man and favourite of Granvelle (who kept several of his 
paintings in his:archiepiscopal palace in Mechelen), painted his imposing 
Sermon of St John the Baptist showing a large crowd, gathered under trees, 
intently listening to a sermon outside a city, in effect eulogizing the 
hedge-preaching, just as his later scenes of snow-carpeted Brabant villages, 
invaded by soldiers, ‘captured the trauma of the events of the winter of 
1566-7 and suppression of the Protestant upsurge by the Habsburg govern- 
ment. 

The massive scale of the hedge-preaching, spreading across the: Low 
Countries from Flanders to Friesland, in five months, convinced even the 
most timid that central government and the Church were now powerless to 
arrest the advance of Protestant activity. With the government’s authority 
paralysed, it was probably inevitable that the frustration of previous decades 
would erupt in a wave of popular violence against the old Church and its 
images. It was not long before the iconoclastic frenzy began, even though 
the Calvinist preachers, the most militant among the Protestants, were 
divided as to the legitimacy of using force to attain God’s ends, most 
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disapproving of the violence which now erupted.?' On 10 August, after a 
sermon near Steenvoorde, in west Flanders, crowds attacked a convent and 
smashed the images. From there; the iconoclastic fury spread, both spontan- 
eously and with the help of roving, organized bands,:all.over Flanders, 
Hainault, Brabant, Zeeland; Holland, Utrecht, Gelderland, and finally also 
Friesland and Groningen: 

Decades of iconoclastic. indoctrination by -Erasmian humanists and 
crypto-Protestants in the schools, rhetoric:chambers; and taverns of the Low 
Countries—even in. the churches—had.done its. work. ‘A deep estrangement 
from the traditional-forms of piety had.set in decades before, and advanced 
so far by this point that the country’s vast and ancient fabric- of faith, 
resplendent with images, paintings, vestments; altars, and church plate, was 
looked on without veneration by: most and with hostility. by many.’ 
Alienation of a saciety from ‘its own religious culture, on such a scale, was 
a phenomenon without precedent or parallel: Historians sometimes seek to 
explain the iconoclastic fury, or beeldenstorm as it was known in the 
Netherlands—at least in part—in terms of the economic dislocation of the 
mid-1560s caused by war in the Baltic and a suspension of imports of 
English unfinished cloth. These developments did depress employment and 
drive up food prices.”? Economic distress and insecurity probably played 
some part in kindling the iconoclastic fury. Yet the iconoclastic outbreaks 
of 1566 involved no assaults.on government officials or town halls, or 
against tax-farmers, and no plundering of shops and food-stores. In form 
the beeldenstorm was purely and simply:an attack on the Church and not 
anything else. 

The frenzy swept across the south Netherlands reaching Antwerp on 21-2 
August. There, the. image-breakers proceeded, 'watched .by large crowds 
yelling ‘Vivent les Gueux!’* No one opposed them. All forty-two churches 
in the city were ransacked, the images, paintings, and other objects hauled 
out into the streets, smashed, and the plate pilfered, the work: continuing at 
night under the light of torches: Two.days after’ Antwerp, the mob struck 
in Middelburg and Flushing, pillaging the great abbey-church: of Middel- 
burg and many village churches across Waicheren Island. ‘On: the same:day, 
image-breaking erupted at Breda; the: aay after youths attacked onie:of the 
main churches in pnisterdait . 
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Initially, the iconoclastic fury in the.north had the:same fleeting, spontan- 
eous quality as in the south:. But, from late August onwards, as the 
beeldenstorm north of the rivers'developed, it assumed a more systematic, 
organized character, :with nobles and some prominent citizens intervening 
to direct the violence.’> At ’s-Hertogenbosch-the image-breaking began after 
the Protestants had seized several churches in the city and sung psalms in 
front of the.cathedral. In the outbreaks:at Utrecht, in.which great heaps of 
art treasures and vestments, including the entire library of the Friars Minor, 
were put tothe torch, local: Protestant nobles took the lead.” During 
September, by which time the violence was over south of the rivers, it 
continued to spread in the north, displaying an increasingly controlled and 
directed character. The outbreaks at The Hague and Leiden, on. 25 Septem- 
ber, took place under the protection of groups of armed nobles. The counts 
of Culemborg.and Batenburg ordered the stripping of the altars and images 
from the churches on their lands in mid-September.” Both in the town of 
Brill and the surrounding countryside, the churches were systematically 
stripped, partly on the initiative of local nobles such as Willem Blois de 
Treslong.” 

‘In those parts of the Habsburg Netherlands where there was substantial 
Catholic support amongst the populace, the town governments mobilized 
the civic’ militias, and rapidly .suppressed, or altogether prevented, both 
iconoclastic outbreaks and the-setting up of Protestant congregations. The 
presence, or absence, of sufficient Catholic allegiance to confront Protestant 
zeal was decisive not only in determining the outcome of the religious 
clashes in the Low Countries in 1566 but in shaping much of what was to 
follow. Where there was appreciable Catholic support among the people, 
Protestants, even if relatively numerous, had little chance of making 
headway, given that.central government and the town governments were 
solidly against them. As was seen also in northern France in the 1560s and 
1570s, what mattered was often less: the number and resolve of the 
Protestants than the extent to which, with government backing, it was 
possible to mobilize a Catholic backlash. 

What is most remarkable about the bee/denstorm in the Netherlands in 
1466, consequently, is not the eruption of Protestant violence, spectacular 
though it was, but the mostly weak response of the Catholics, particularly 
north of the rivers. Indeed, the Catholic reaction to the systematic assaults 
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on the old Church and its images and altars was largely confined to the 
southern provinces plus Gelderland. In Walloon towns, such as Lille, Liége, 
Namur, and Douai, Catholics resisted the. Protestant challenge with a vigour 
comparable to that shown in northern France. In Lille the Catholics. were 
more energetic and violent than the Protestants.” There was no question 
of Protestant congregations being set up. On the contrary, Catholics as- 
saulted Protestant. gatherings, ransacked Protestant homes, and forcibly 
rebaptized Protestant children. In Antwerp Catholic support was weak, but 
in some Brabant towns much stronger. In Gelderland, the iconoclastic fury 
erupted in the Roermond quarter and more sporadically further north.” But 
here too there was a forceful. Catholic response. While the bannerheren had, 
for the moment, mostly veered towards Protestantism, many of the lower 
nobility were ready to take up arms for the old Church. The hedge- 
preaching reached Nijmegen in late August and the Protestants briefly 
seized the city. But. the Catholic jonkers of the Nijmegen quarter staged a 
counter-coup and regained the city, purging the raad of Protestants and 
crypto-Protestants.®' By contrast, the Calvinist upsurge met with no Cath- 
olic response in the small towns of Harderwijk and Elburg, on the Zuider 
Zee. Arnhem and Zutphen, where the Stadholder of Gelderland, the count 
of Megen, placed troops, remained quiescent. 

Apart from Gelderland, most localities where Protestant action provoked 
vigorous Catholic counteraction were south of the rivers. It may be true that 
in the south there were marked variations, from town to town, and that this 
may be related to differences in local economic conditions and civic welfare 
policy. In Lille, Catholic allegiance was much firmer than in Tournai or 
Valenciennes, in Mechelen, stronger than in Antwerp or Breda.. But what is 
remarkable about the north Netherlands, in 1566, is that (except in 
Gelderland) there was practically no popular Catholic response to Protes- 
tant action at all. No doubt only a minority of the populace were committed 
Protestants. But committed Catholics, in the sense of people willing to go 
into the streets and demonstrate, or fight, to defend the old Church and its 
symbols and clergy, must have been far fewer. So few, indeed, that they were 
powerless to intervene. 

At. Amsterdam the citizenry were divided into a (small) activist, iconoclast 
element, drawn mostly from the lower strata of the population, a main body 
of Protestant citizenry, led by the new Calvinist consistory, presided over by 
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the merchant Laurens Jacobsz. Reael, who disapproved of the violence, and 
finally, a more or less passive majority,. non-confessionalized and inactive 
on either side.*3.A crucial factor at Amsterdam, as elsewhere, was the 
conduct of the town militias. For the civic militia was the basic instrument 
of law and order in the towns. If the militias refused to move against, or 
open fire on,.iconoclastic mobs, the town regents were powerless to act. In 
practically every case the militias did indeed refuse to confront the mobs and 
by this refusal, and attitude of support for Brederode and the Compromise, 
engineered the shift from the initial, spontaneous outbreaks of iconoclastic 
fury to a more orderly and systematic attack on the Church. At Delft, where 
(as everywhere else) the regents tried to prevent the establishment of 
Protestant worship, the militia not only refused to suppress a fresh icono- 
clastic outbreak, on § October, but helped force the vroedschap to hand over 
the Franciscan priory to the Calvinists.*5 In Haarlem, the town council, 
warned by the civic militia that they would act neither against the image- 
breakers nor Protestant preaching, were left with no option but to suspend 
Catholic worship—except in the monasteries—and authorize the forming of 
a Calvinist consistory.** In some towns it needed a second outbreak of 
iconoclastic violence, or the clear threat of violence, before the city council 
permitted Protestant worship within the city walls, but nearly everywhere 
Protestant congregations were established, against the wishes of the town 
councils, under pressure from influential citizens and the militias. 

South of Antwerp, the only major outbreak of iconoclasm after August 
was at Maastricht. But in the north the beeldenstorm spread during the 
autumn wherever Protestant worship was not formally established, as a 
means of forcing the pace. At Leeuwarden, in September, it was the town 
council itself, under pressure from the militia, which stripped the parish 
churches of images and established Protestant preaching. Most Catholic 
priests in the city either fled or joined the Protestants. Over the next months 
Reformed consistories were established all over Friesland.*’ Except for the 
Stadholder and the Hof, there was virtually no resistance. In the Frisian 
countryside a hard core of thirty or forty Protestant nobles presided over 
the setting up of the new congregations and stripping of the churches.®* In 
Ommelander villages such as Middelstum, Winsum, Ten Post, Garsthuizen, 
and others, it was the local farmers, spurred on by the jonkers, who attacked 
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the parish churches and images: At Winsum it was the brothers Ripperda, 
and at Garsthuizen the Starckenborch family, who led the beeldenstorm. 

The iconoclastic fury cast the nobility of the Netherlands into mounting 
disarray. They were already split. three ways with some supporting those 
magnates, like Aerschot, Aremberg, and Megen, who remained loyal to the 
king’s policy, while others backed Orange and the advocates of a. ‘religious 
peace’, and still others the more militant course advecated by Brederode and 
the instigators of the Compromise. With the beeldenstorm many who had 
followed William’s lead, or supported the Compromise, took fright. Even 
Brederode was, initially, taken aback. In August and early September, like 
most magnates, Brederode tried to restrain the. violence, extending his 
protection, for example, to the abbey of Egmond.” But as more of the 
nobility reverted to supporting the regime in Brussels, he and his supporters 
veered towards greater militancy. Most magnates, deeply shaken, sought to 
regain control of events by offering Margaret their support in restoring 
order, if she would agree to permit Protestant worship in those places were 
it was already being practised. With this ‘Accord’ (23 August 1566), the 
League of.Compromise dissolved. For Brederode this agreement came as a 
profound shock.*' For.a time, it appeared that. Orange and the middle 
grouping would.succeed in dismantling the king’s policy peacefully, building 
on the Accord to achieve their ‘religious peace’. For several months, Orange 
strove tirelessly in Antwerp, Breda, and afterwards in Amsterdam, Haarlem, 
and other Holland towns, mediating between Protestants and city councils, 
negotiating local religious settlements, and allocating churches both to 
Catholics and Calvinists—and here and there, as at Antwerp, also Luther- 
ans.” But although effective locally—notably in Antwerp, in September 
1566—in restoring order and defusing tension, against the wider canvas of 
the Habsburg Netherlands, Orange’s policy was riven with contradictions 
and unsustainable. On the one hand he tried to retain his links with those 
nobles, in the south, who refused to countenance armed revolt against the 
king and opposed the Protestant agitation, while, on the other, cultivating 
Brederode and those unfurling the banner of armed rebellion. By the end of 
1566 the middle ground had become untenable: the choice was armed revolt 
or submission. . 

Government troops, recruited by Margaret and those magnates now 
assisting her, began to suppress the Protestants in the Walloon provinces, 
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in December. Nobles willing. to fight, mainly north of the rivers, began to 
gather money and men and pressed the towns to support them. At this point 
Orange probably considered putting himself at the head of the revolt. But 
the disintegration of his middle position, and the determination of those 
magnates who had been his allies, Egmond, Horn, and Hoogstraten, not to 
fight the king, persuaded him that the rebels’ position was hopeless.” 
Initially, Brederode rallied appreciable support for an armed Protestant 
rebellion, particularly in Amsterdam, Utrecht, and adjoining areas.% But the 
defeat of a rebel force near Antwerp, in March 1567, and capitulation of 
Valenciennes; the bastion of Calvinism in the Walloon area, after a long and 
terrible siege, a few days later, took the heart out of the revolt.%> By late 
April Brederode too had become discouraged. Long before the arrival of 
the Spanish army, under Alva, with which the king hoped to bring the Low 
Countries to heel, the armed rebellion had disintegrated. With it, open 
adherence to Protestantism collapsed also.% As early as January 1567, 
Protestant preaching ceased in the Walloon countryside, hundreds of 
Calvinists reconverting to Catholicism. In the north many towns had 
escaped an iconoclastic fury because there had been little resistance to the 
establishment of Protestant worship; this had flourished since September 
1566 at Sneek and Franeker, in Friesland, for example, Hoorn in West 
Friesland, and the Overijssel towns. But in all these places, as well as towns 
where there had been violent outbreaks, Protestant preachers fled during the 
spring of 1567, Protestant churches were closed, and the consistories 
suppressed. The Amsterdam vroedschap ordered Protestant preaching in the 
city to cease on 17 April 1567.9’ Brederode fled shortly after. Orange judged 
it would be prudent to reside for a time outside the Netherlands and, in 
May, moved to his family’s castle at Dillenburg. Hoogstraten, Culemborg, 
and other prominent nobles likewise migrated to Germany. 

The rebellion seemed dead, the Netherlands cowed and submissive. There 
was throughout the land an unmistakable air of fear and demoralization. 
Yet a resolute opposition continued through the establishment of Dutch 
Protestant communities abroad as well as a spreading, and increasingly 
sophisticated, campaign of political propaganda. One leading apologist of 
the rebellion of 1566-7 who sought to keep its spirit alive was the Flemish 
noble Philip Marnix of St Aldegonde (1540-98), who subsequently became 
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‘William of Orange’s secretary and chief publicist. In 1567, Marnix published 
his Vraye Narration et apologie, claiming that the king had violated the 
privileges and ‘freedom’ of the Netherlands provinces. This theme was 
further developed by Jacob. van _Wesembeeke (1524-75), pensionary of 
Antwerp in the years 1556-67, who had assisted in negotiating the accom- 
modation between the city’s Calvinists; Lutherans, and Catholics, and 
followed Orange into exile. In a series of tracts published in 1568-9, Van 
Wesembeeke proclaimed that ‘natural ingrained freedom, which man above 
all esteems and. will not allow to be taken away’.* For Van Wesembeeke, 
as in subsequent rebel ideology, ‘freedom’ in the abstract and singular was 
the heart of the matter, albeit inextricably entwined with the privileges ‘of 
the towns and provinces, and their prosperity. In his view, and many were 
inclined to agree, the king of Spain’s violation of Netherlanders’ ‘freedom’ 
in general, and privileges in particular, was sufficient reason to justify armed 
resistance to his authority. 
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We the collapse of the revolt of 1566-7, the reaction against Protes- 
tants gathered momentum. After its victory, in March, the govern- 
ment in Brussels felt strong enough to disperse its forces, sending garrisons 
to numerous towns and localities! Aremberg introduced: garrisons into 
Leeuwarden, Sneek, and Sloten, and suppressed Protestant worship in 
Friesland. Many towns such as' Haarlem, Venlo, and Roermond, which 
were still unoccupied, expelled their Calvinist preachers and terminated 
Protestant services both inside and outside their walls; during April, the 
exodus of Protestants began. 

Alva arrived, in August, at the head of 10,000 Spanish and Neapolitan 
troops, supplemented by German auxiliaries. By then, not only had all 
visible sign of Protestant activity ceased but many of those linked to 
Brederode’s rebellion or the freedom of conscience agitation had fled, or 
been driven underground. But neither Alva, nor the king, was satisfied with 
this. Philip had felt driven to send an army to the Netherlands at a time of 
difficulty and danger for the Spanish empire in the Mediterranean. The 
drain on Spain’s resources was such that there was little prospect, with the 
war against the Ottomans continuing, that the strain of keeping an army in 
the Low Countries could be sustained for long. Whilst a powerful force was 
available, the Crown was determined to use it to such effect that subversion 
and conspiracy would be—if not eradicated—at least crushed sufficiently to 
render the Netherlands quiescent, secure, and reliably Catholic for the 
foreseeable future.’ 

‘Don Fernando Alvarez de Toledo, third duke of Alva (1507-82), was one 
of the principal nobles of Castile and unswerving, even fanatical, in his 
detestation of Protestant heresy. His reputation was of.a man of iron and 
he was certainly coldly austere and rigidly authoritarian with a streak of 
harsh irritability in his make-up. Sixty years old when he arrived, the 
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advance of gout, and other bodily afflictions, rendered his temper worse 
with the passage of time. Capable of great cruelty but always out of 
calculation, his outlook was a strange mixture of humanist cosmopolitanism 
and xenophobic bigotry. A grandee well versed in Latin, French, and 
Italian, who also spoke some German, he was, nevertheless, narrowly 
Castilian in his attitudés and unusually puritanical in sexual matters. His 
deeply suspicious attitude towards the Netherlands nobility and population 
was tinged with scarcely veiled contempt.’ Though, initially, it was Philip’s 
intention that Margaret should remain as regent and Alva’s authority be 
confined to the military sphere, and maintaining order, it quickly became 
apparent that it.was. Alva, not Margaret, who wielded power in. Brussels. 
Margaret, utterly dismayed by Alva’s harsh proceedings, resigned her 
regency in September, and left for. Italy in December. Alva. was now in 
name, as well as fact, governor-general of the Spanish Netherlands. Philip’s 
ablest general, he had also, for many years, been the leading advocate at the 
Spanish court of draconian measures as the best way to secure the king’s 
authority, and the Catholic faith, in the Netherlands. He now had his 
chance to show what severity could do. 

Margaret had been especially outraged by Alva’s arrest of two of the 
country’s leading magnates, Egmond and Horn, after a banquet, in Brussels, 
on 9 September. The two men had remained loyal to the.old Church and, 
latterly, having assisted Margaret, assumed they had nothing to fear from 
the king; but they now found themselves greatly mistaken. Their papers 
were seized and scrutinized and they were tried for treason. Ten months 
after Alva’s arrival in the Low Countries, the two counts were beheaded in 
the Grand-Place at Brussels before an appalled crowd, many of whom wept 
openly, Their execution, four-days after that of eighteen rebel nobles, 
including the brothers Carel, Dirk, and Gijsbert van Bronckhorst van 
Batenburg, and others of Brederode’s lieutenants, caught before they could 
escape, became a stock feature of subsequent anti-Spanish propaganda in 
both text and prints. 

‘ Even before the arrest of the counts, and Margaret’s resignation, Alva had 
set up, in accordance with plans formed previously in Spain, the soon 
notorious Conseil des Troubles, the commission which was to be his chief 
instrument for investigating the disturbances of the previous two years and 
punishing the guilty. By:sixteenth-century standards, this organ, which by 
‘1569 had a prosecuting staff of 170, proved highly effective. Altogether, 
under the Alva regime, some 8,950 persons, from all levels of society, were 
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investigated and sentenced for treason or heresy, or both,:more‘than one 
thousand being executed.‘ Predictably, after the seizure of Egmond and 
Horn, there was a renewed rush of horrified nobles to flee:the country. More 
noble residences were searched and papers: confiscated. ‘Culemborg was 
ransacked. Alva placed a garrison in Orange’s palace at Breda, shipping off 
most of the weapons and other contents (in seven barges) to. Ghent. 

William the Silent had been warier than Egmond and Horn, and, like 
Hoogstraten, ignored Alva’s summons to return to Brussels, remaining in 
Germany. Yet he too had failed to grasp the extent of the crack-down. the 
king had ordered. Thus, he had left his eldest son, Philips Willem (1554- 
1618), a boy of 13, at Leuven, studying at the university; he was never to 
see him. again. The boy was seized, the king, on the advice of Granvelle (who 
gladly availed himself of this chance to strike back at his old rival),> having 
resolved that he should be brought to Spain, partly as a hostage, but 
especially to’ be raised as a good Catholic and loyal subject, who could, 
should Philip so decide, be made Prince of Orange in place of his ousted 
and dispossessed father. Philips Willem was sent to Spain in February 1568, 
resuming his education at the university of Alcala de Henares. 

Though some were caught, most nobles active in the upheavals of 1565-7 
escaped, in many cases returning later to participate in the main Revolt. In 
contrast to the south, a large section of the nobility in the north had openly 
participated in stirring up agitation against Church and royal authority. 
This was especially true of Holland, where more nobles—over fifty, includ- 
ing six of the eleven sitting members of the Holland ridderschap—had signed 
the Compromise of 1565 than in any other Netherlands province.® Also in 
Utrecht, Friesland, and the Ommelands large sections of the nobility had 
opted for rebellion.” Over a quarter of the nobility of Holland were directly 
implicated in heresy and opposition and many more had scant sympathy for 
Philip II’s policies. Even in Overijssel (where there was no iconoclastic 
violence in 1566), it is clear that most of the nobility were opposed to the 
anti-heresy campaign, except for the ridderschap of Twenthe, which did 
support firm Catholic policies. 

Among prominent nobles who fled to join those plotting in Germany were 
the schout of Breda, Godfried van Haestrecht, lord of Drunen, Willem de 
Treslong, an iconoclast of 1566, who was to distinguish himself in the 
capture of Brill in 1572, Gijsbrecht van Duivenvoorde, lord of Obdam 
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(1540-80); ‘later eminent in the defence of Haarlem, Jacob van Duiven- 
voorde (1509-77), lord of Warmond, prominent in the capture of Brill, and 
the defence of Leiden in 1574, Jacob Oem van Wijngaerden, Floris van den 
Boetzelaer, lord of LLangerak (who had licensed Mennonites as well as 
Calvinists to worship on his lands), and Willem van Zuylen van Nyevelt, a 
dissident noble and iconoclast of Utrecht. 

It is. true the repression in the northern peripheral provinces was often 
perfunctory.’ Nevertheless, there were executions in Deventer,-Groningen, 
and other outlying cities and steps were taken to ensure greater compliance 
with orders emanating from Brussels than had been the case in.the past. On 
Alva’s instructions, a.citadel was constructed within the walls of Groningen 
and German troops in royal service stationed in the.city to overawe the 
populace.’ A garrison was also stationed at Deventer and plans drawn up 
to construct a citadel there. 

A number of regents and civic magistrates were condemned by thé Conseil 
des Troubles, the most prominent of whom was the Advocate of the States 
of Holland, Jacob van den Eynde (c.1515-69), who was imprisoned near 
Brussels and died there soon afterwards. But these were strikingly few 
compared to the number who had, in one way or another, been accomplices 
to the spread of Protestant worship in 1566. In many towns of Holland, as 
in Antwerp, even burgomasters—such as Nicolaas van der Laan, at Haar- 
lem—who had authorized the handing over of churches to Protestants were 
left unmolested.'° The situation in Leeuwarden, where two burgomasters 
and four of the six magistrates fled, and were condemned, was untypical. At 
Haarlem, Dirk Volckertsz. Coornhert, secretary of the town, later to emerge 
as the northern Netherlands’ greatest writer on toleration, was almost alone 
amongst civic officials arrested. But even he escaped and fled to the 
Rhineland. 

The brunt of Alva’s condemnations and confiscations was borne by those 
upper middle-class strata immediately below the level of the regents, 
‘Magistrates, and pensionaries. A large number of affluent citizens were the 
victims of the regime’s repression. At Haarlem, the thirteen citizens con- 
demned as the ringleaders of the Protestant movement in the city included 
several wealthy brewers.'' At Amsterdam, those who. headed the exodus of 
1567, the men who had taken the lead in establishing Protestant worship in 
the city the previous ear, were the stratum of businessmen immediately 
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below the regents—the group who were to take over the government of the 
city.in 1578. Among them were the personalities. from whom sprang the 
great Amsterdam regent dynasties of the Golden Age such as Laurens 
Jacobsz. Reael (founder of the Amsterdam ‘Reformed ‘consistory, in 1566), 
Jan Jacobz. Huydecooper. (1541~1624), Dirck Jansz. de Graeff (1529-89), 
Adriaen Pauw (1516-78), and Pieter Cornelisz. Hooft, father of the great 
writer."? Adriaen Pauw, a prosperous grain merchant, had, during: the 
troubles of 1566, been a militia captain and used his influence amongst the 
citizenry to favour the Protestants. 

Similarly, in the case of Zeeland, the refugees included many prominent 
citizens who later founded some of the leading regent dynasties of the 
province? Among these were Pieter Boreel, Jan van der Perre, Gaspar: van 
Vosbergen, and Salvador de la Palma. Pieter Boreel, of Middelburg, fied to 
Norwich, where:he died in 1568. His:eldest son, Jacob, who went with him 
to England, was later, after 1574, many times burgomaster of his native city 
and eventually Dutch ambassador in England;. where he was knighted by 
James I. Jan van Reigersberg, an apothecary of Veere; who fled in 1567, was 
to become a leading figure in his home town in 1575, when he was installed 
in the vroedschap by William of Orange. 

In much of the periphery of the north Netherlands, very small numbers 
of suspects were condemned. At Kampen, where two. Protestant preachers 
had been active for about half a year and there were-hundreds of Calvinists, 
only four persons were sentenced.“ At Zwolle: the total was twelve; in 
Franeker sixteen, and at Harlingen eleven.’ Elsewhere in the outlying 
provinces, more substantial totals were registered but without in any way 
eliminating the Protestant presence. In Deventer seventy-eight persons were 
condemned, all during 1571. But Protestant influence in the town was 
undoubtedly far more widespread than this figure would suggest. It would 
be inadvisable to read too much significance into the wide variations in the 
numbers of condemned in different localities often within the same province. 
Nevertheless, it is worth noting that if one excepts a few southern towns 
such as: Tournai (1,063), Antwerp (525), Valenciennes (425), and Ieper (478), 
the Conseil des Troubles on the whole condemned relatively small numbers 
in the towns of the south, uncovering more evidence of organized ‘sedition 
and propagation of heresy further ‘north. Most southern cities, including 
Ghent (248), Brussels (157), Bruges.(149), Hondschoote (116), Kortrijk (84), 
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Mechelen (83); Lille (68),.Namur (21), Leuven (20), and: Douai (4) registered 
only modest numbers: of condemned. : Further north, particularly given 
the smaller size of the towns, the numbers registered in places such as 
*s-Hertogenbosch (360); Utrecht (288), Amsterdam (242), Groningen. (209), 
Nijmegen (187), Breda (140), Middelburg (140), Leeuwarden (105), Brill 
(88), and Leiden (83) tended to be higher, even though there. were also 
northern towns, such as: Haarlem (35) or Gouda (6), with strikingly low 
totals.’ 

It was the greater complicity of the noble and civic.élites of the north in 
the sedition of 1566, and the relatively‘ large number. of prominent exiles 
from north of the rivers, rather. than any basic difference between north and 
south in religion, which caused ‘the leadership of the. refugees in ‘exile, and 
of the movement: of resistance: to Alva’s regime and. to. Spain, to be 
concentrated increasingly. in the hands of northerners. The. noblemen who 
rallied to ‘William’of Orange, once he unfurled -the banner of revolt in 1568, 
derived more. from the: north than the south. Among the officers of: the 
Sea-Beggars, the maritime force ‘which the rebels established in 1568, there 
were a few southern noblemen but-the bulk-were Hollanders and Frisians."’ 

The exodus from the Low Countries proceeded in two main waves—in 
the spring of 1567 and then again, following the first wave of arrests, over 
the winter of 1567-8, helped by the freezing-over of the Zuider Zee. From 
Enkhuizen alone, reportedly, some 350 refugees fled over the ice to East 
Friesland. Those fleeing the Netherlands moved in three main directions. 
From Amsterdam, .the West Frisian towns, Frieslarid, and Groningen, the 
flow was towards the north-western corner of Germany, especially Emden. 
From Flanders and Zeeland, emigration was chiefly by sea to England. 
From Brabant, southern Holland, and Utrecht, the exiles gravitated mainly 
to Cleves and the Rhineland. .The. total exodus has been estimated at 
around, or approaching, 60,000." 

Many emigrated: Yet the repression did not and could not eradicate 
Protestant activity (let alone belief) from the NetHerlands. Estrangement 
from the Catholic Church was so widespread, and deeply rooted, that that 
was not possible. Not only in the outlying provinces but also in Holland, 
Brabant, and Flanders, many of those who had participated in the setting 
up of Protestant congregations, in 1566-7; escaped detection and remained 
unmolested.in their home.towns.'?.In some: towns such as Delft, Haarlem, 
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Enkhuizen, and Leeuwarden whole Reformed congregations, complete with 
consistories, survived until 1572, in clandestine circumstances.” The Men- 
nonites too,‘who had also gained many new converts during the early and 
mid-1560s, survived, not only in Friesland and the Ommelands but also in 
South Holland and many other parts. On the surface the country was 
re-Catholicized. At the time of Alva’s arrival, in 1567, many Netherlanders 
who had not attended Catholic. mass for years resumed attendance.” But it 
does not appear that such outward submission was kept up for long. By the 
beginning of the-1570s the same reports of disaffection and low levels of 
attendance at mass at Easter time were heard as in the 1550s and early 
1560s." There. was even the occasional anti-Catholic demonstration. A 
monk who preached at the main church in Hoorn in 1570 was interrupted 
by protesting. townsmen singing psalms.”3 

During the opening months of the Alva regime, the outlook for armed 
opposition to Habsburg rule in the Low Countries looked bleak. Brederode, 
le. grand: Gueux, having failed to:win Orange over to the cause of armed 
revolt, on his visit to Dillenburg, in June 1567, died dispirited a few months 
later, having deleted the Prince from the beneficiaries to his will. Both 
Orange’s reputation and popularity slumped severely during 1567 and early 
1568. Nevertheless, it was apparently not until William learnt, early in 
1568, of hhis-condemnation, and the confiscation of all his property in the 
Netherlands, by the Conseil des Troubles, that he concluded, seeing his lands 
gone and reputation with both king and rebels wrecked, that the only option 
left, however unpromising, was to take Brederode’s place and unfurl the 
banner of revolt.” 

As a leader of rebellion, William of Orange disposed of much greater 
resources: than. had le grand Gueux. With help from German Protestant 
princely neighbours, especially the Reformed Elector of the Palatinate, he 
raised impressive sums of money.”° He.surrounded himself with a sizeable 
retinue of exiled Netherlands noblemen, including members of his former 
household at Breda.: He negotiated with other German princes, and Euro- 
pean rulers, as one sovereign to another, as a German. (Protestant) prince 
himself and sovereign of Orange, in southern France. He brought to his 
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assistance highly skilled propagandists, most notably his talented secretary, 
Marnix of St Aldegonde. From Nassau-Dillenburg he generated a stream of 
propaganda, elaborating on ‘Spanish cruelty’, vilifying Alva, and assuring 
the populace of the Netherlands that his resort to arms was the only means 
to save the country from ‘unbearable slavery’. 

Orange denied that he was rebelling against the king as such, and 
acknowledged Philip his rightful sovereign. His rebellion was against evil 
policies and especially the tyranny of Alva. Nor, as yet, did he become.a 
Calvinist. A true politique, he avoided commitment to a particular confes- 
sional stance, not wanting to burn all bridges. with Philip, or..alienate the 
German Lutheran princes.?”? Furthermore, his propaganda deliberately 
played down the religious. aspect of the struggle. The emphasis in. his 
manifestos of 1568 was on the need to save ‘worthy inhabitants who enjoyed. 
freedom in former times’ from cruel tyranny.” 

It was thus during this dark period, the year after the coming of Alva, that 
William of Orange became the main focus of the hopes of those in the 
Netherlands who continued to oppose the Habsburg regime in their hearts. 
It is no accident that it was also in 1568, or soon after, that the famous heroic 
song, the ‘Wilhelmus’, was composed by an unknown poet, extolling the 
godliness and heroism of William of Orange, seeking to comfort a frightened, 
demoralized people with the promise that he will return. The:‘Wilhelmus’ is 
often called the oldest of all modern national anthems. In a sense this is true. 
But though the ballad became the best-known of a whole canon of Beggar 
war-songs, spreading first in Dutch and, then, after 1572, in Wallonia and 
the Rhineland, also in French, German, and Yiddish versions, in. the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries it was specifically an anthem of adher- 
ents of the House of Orange, frowned on by opponents. as excessively 
glorifying the Prince as ‘Father of the Fatherland’. Only at the end of the 
nineteenth century was the song adopted as the Dutch national anthem.. 

‘Initially, the summons to arms, and stirring propaganda, hada consider- 
able impact within.the Netherlands, as well as among the 60,000 Nether- 
lands Protestant .exiles living in north-west Germany and. south-east 
England. Even before Louis of Nassau’s victory over the count of Aremberg 
at the battle of Heiligerlee, of May 1568, the first (and for many long years, 
the only) triumph the rebels were to win, hundreds of supporters streamed 
to his banner from all over Friesland and Groningen. It was also during the 
brief time that he occupied the north-east corner of Groningen that Count 
Louis established the rebel naval force, the Sea-Beggars, in the Ems estuary, 
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using many of the men who flocked to him there. At the subsequent débacle, 
at Jemminghen, in July 1568; where Alva crushed the rebel army, slaughter- 
ing most of them on the banks of the Ems, near Emden, on the German 
side of the border, a larger number of north Netherlanders, .as well as hired 
German mercenaries, perished. 

Orange was no match for Alva as a military commander, and his own 
subsequent thrust into Brabant was a failure: From 1568 down to 1572, he 
was unable to mount another large-scale invasion and: circumstances left 
him with no choice but to settle down to a war of attrition. This consisted 
of sporadic pinprick attacks from Germany: and later, in alliance. with ‘the 
Huguenots, also from the south. More effective, though, was:the raiding of 
the Sea-Beggar fleet. Operating out of Emden and, intermittently, ‘the 
English Channel ports, this force amounted, by the spring of 1571, to some 
thirty ships carrying letters of marque signed by Orange.” They not only 
disrupted maritime traffic around the coasts of the Netherlands but effected 
a series of landings, plundering monasteries and pillaging supplies. In 1570 
they raided Hindeloopen. and Workum. 

Most: noble exiles served with Orange or else travelled: The Utrecht 
nobleman Willem van Zuylen van Nyevelt, who settled at Emmerich, in 
Cleves, earning his living as a bookbinder:and participating in Calvinist 
community politics, was an exception.*° But the majority of non-noble exiles 
had to.work, engaging in trade and the crafts, to feed themselves and their 
families. Reformed communities of exiled Netherlanders proliferated all 
over north-west Germany, as far south as Frankfurt am Main, and in 
south-east England. At the head. of these congregations were a growing 
body of several dozen Calvinist pastors from the Netherlands, some: of 
whom had been Catholic priests and monks until 1566, when they had made 
the break and helped shape the newly formed Reformed communities within 
the Netherlands. 

The congregations in exile needed to co-ordinate their:efforts and inte- 
grate their theological and political stance. But:almost as soon.as they began 
to organize, differences and tensions arose. The first gathering of delegates, 
meeting at Wesel, in Cleves, in. November 1568, experienced difficulty over 
doctrine in a way pregnant with implications for. the future.*’ With few 
prominent men among them, there was a tendency for the: refugees. from 
south Netherlands, who were usually from a lower middle-class back- 
ground, to adhere to a rigid hardline Calvinist orthodoxy, and to distrust 


7? De Meij, Watergeuzen, 60-1. 
® De Jong, Voorbereiding, 138. 
3" Ibid. 49-52; Nauta, Opera minora, 37-8. 


164 The Making of the Republic, 1477-1588 


those who had held positions of influence in civic government.” By contrast, 
exiles from Holland, often of a higher social status, tended towards a more 
latitudinarian stance. and greater respect for civil authority. This incipient 
rift was confirmed: at the first full Synod: of the Netherlands Reformed 
Church which convened at Emden in 1571. The lay leader of the Amsterdam 
exiles at Emden, Laurens Jacobsz. Reael, accused his more doctrinaire 
opponents of trying to subject the congregations in exile to a ‘new popery’ 
of rigid dogma.» But, for the-moment, it was the strict Calvinists, led by 
Herman. Moded and Pieter Dathenus; who triumphed. The acts of the 
Synod of Emden made the consistories alone responsible for appointing 
future ministers-of the Netherlands Reformed Church, without assigning 
any role to civil authority.“ Neither did the acts make any conciliatory 
gesture towards the Lutherans, as Reael’s. adherents: wanted, or make any 
reference to the armed struggle,.or declare support for Orange. This was 
perhaps partly due to the traditional hesitation of the Protestant churches 
regarding armed revolt against legitimate authority, however tyrannical. But 
this lack of explicit support for Orange was probably also influenced by 
distaste for Orange’s political propaganda, which was secular in tone and 
directed: at Calvinists and’ non-Calvinists (including Catholics): alike. 
Orange’s ideology was aimed: at overthrowing Alva’s tyranny and the 
Inquisition, and restoring ‘freedom’—not at bringing the whole: country 
‘over to God's truth and the one ‘true faith’.*5 Orange’s Revolt was not one 
‘of which the likes of Moded and Dathenus-could approve. : 

While most Protestant exiles divided into Calvinists and liberal Reformed, 
‘both anxious to build a:comprehensive Netherlands Reformed ‘Church, 
there were other elements amongst: the émigré population which can be 
‘fitted into neither category: The Sea-Beggars were certainly ferociously 
anti-Catholic, and capable of killing. monks in the most brutal manner, but 
many Reformed émigrés regarded them as an ill-disciplined, godless crew 
whose piratical conduct, and carousing with prostitutes, put them beyond 
‘the pale of decent society.*® Then, less unruly but scarcely. more palatable to 
Reformed ministers, were an assortment of intellectuals, often professional 
scholars or lawyers, who, as:humanists and Spiritualists, equally rejected the 
Catholic Church and dogmas (and discipline) of the Reformed. Prominent 
‘amongst: these ‘libertines’ were the great humanist scholar Justus Lipsius 
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who, anxious:to escape the turbulence of the Low Countries, went to study 
at the Lutheran university of Jena; Dirk Volckertzs. Coornhert (a future 
adversary of Lipsius as well as of. the Calvinists), who developed his own 
intensely: private spirituality in the Rhineland; the politique Adriaen van der 
Mijle, member ‘of a leading Dordrecht regent family, and former senior 
judicial. official at: The: Hague, who fled in 1567 and then travelled, and 
studied, in Italy; and the young lawyer Jan van Oldenbarnevelt, who became 
a token Calvinist at Heidelberg: in. 1568, but who from the outset nurtured 
serious reservations. about Calvin’s teaching. Having toured several Con- 
tinental universities, Oldenbarnevelt returned to The Hague in 1570, to live, 
like so: many others,’ as a crypto-Protestant in outward submission to the 
Catholic Church.’ 

--: Philip and. Alva strove to suppress heresy and sedition through the Conseil 
des Troubles and its commissions in-each province. In addition, the country 
had -to' be made ‘secure against internal, and external, enemies without 
heaping too much of the financial burden on Castile. Thus, a sizeable 
standing army had to.be maintained for the time being and, to pay for it, 
the king deemed it essential that more.revenue be raised in the Netherlands. 
The military strategy adopted by Alva and approved by the king—splitting 
the army into small contingents, billeting troops on towns, and building 
citadels to overawe towns throughout the Netherlands—only intensified the 
need to step up fiscal pressure.>® But most vital of all in Philip’s eyes, the key 
ingredient, :was the: programme to revive the Catholic. Church in the 
Netherlands and assist it m winning back the hearts and minds of the populace. 
‘The intimidation of the country was just a means to an end. 

With Alva’s coming, resistance to. the new bishops and promulgation of 
the decrees of the Council of Trent, rapidly ceased.*? Sonnius was installed 
at .°s-Hertogenbosch, followed by the adoption of the first bishop of 
‘Groningen. Lindanus..was installed at Roermond in March 1569, and 
Cunerus. Petri, a.Zeelander, as first bishop of Friesland in February 1570. 
The last of the new bishops was installed at Deventer in October 1570. In 
‘each new diocese, .the.decrees: of the Council of Trent were published and 
reforming diocesan councils convened.” The Catholic Reformation in the 
Low Countries commenced its work. But the task of strengthening and 
revitalizing the Church proved difficult. The whole fabric of: Church 
organization, Jocal.politics, and education .in the country was unconductive 
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to such reform. The town councils, in most cases, remained uncooperative, 
and this had far-reaching consequences in many spheres, not least control 
of the schools. A major objective of the new bishops was to purge unreliable 
rectors and schoolmasters, especially from the civic Latin schools, and,.as 
far as possible, all schools, substituting zealous Catholics. But control over 
teaching posts in.civic schools had long been a jealously guarded prerogative 
of the town councils. Even under Alva, as Lindanus discovered in imposing 
his nominee as rector of the Latin school. at Nijmegen, overcoming the 
obstruction of town councils could be an exasperatingly slow. business.* 

Ultimately, Philip hoped to transform the Netherlands into a secure 
bastion of Spanish power which would simultaneously serve asa bulwark 
against the spread of heresy. He held no illusions that he could eradicate 
Protestantism completely. But the repression proved it was possible, not just 
to hold the country by force, but to: drive Protestant activity underground 
and curtail, if not stop, publication and. distribution of heretical literature. 
A combination of severity and energetic government support for reform and 
reorganization of the Church, could, perhaps, in time; lead to the effective 
re-Catholicization of Netherlands society. 

Crucial to the agenda was the imposition of new taxes. Sixteenth-century 
European monarchies were at their weakest in managing their finances. But 
they were not so weak that they could not, where they had sufficient political 
leverage, implement far-reaching fiscal measures in a short space: of time. 
On returning to Spain, Philip had succeeded in: pushing up revenues 
substantially, thereby generating the resources needed to combat the Otto- 
mans. Now that he had a second major military commitment on his hands, 
in the Low Countries, he sought to solve the attendant financial problem as 
he had in Spain. 

Work on new tax measures. proceeded unremittingly. In March 1569, Alva 
convened the States General, for the first time since 1559, presenting the 
provincial delegations with demands for huge new sums to be raised by 
means of three separate fiscal, measures.” The first, and least controversial, 
was for a 100th Penny, or 1 per cent levy on. assessed ‘wealth. ‘The second 
was a 5 per cent impost on sales intended as a permanent:-tax. The third, the 
famous Tenth Penny, was to bea fixed 10 per cent tax: on sales, loosely 
modelled: on the Castilian alcabala. The demands were ‘of far-reaching 
political and constitutional, .as.well as fiscal, significance, not only: because, 
by securing these taxes, the regime would possess the means to maintain the 
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standing army with which to hold the country in subjection, but. because, 
by acquiescing in permanent taxes, the provincial States,. and States 
General, would be surrendering their leverage.over government revenues. 
Had he succeeded, Philip would have been freed from the constitutional 
constraints which had previously limited Burgundian and Habsburg power 
in the Netherlands. 

The provincial States, and.town governments, were cowed by the events 
of the last two years but not so intimidated that they were: willing to 
capitulate on the constitutional front. Most of the newly annexed provinces 
were let off the Tenth Penny, in exchange for agreeing to vote annual 
subsidies for the Crown. Only Utrecht, a province which. had. particularly 
aroused the duke’s wrath, was subjected, together with the patrimonial core 
of the Habsburg. Netherlands, to the campaign of pressure, and punitive 
billeting of troops, on which Alva now embarked.#? He made it clear that 
he intended to obtain a great deal of new revenue and without obstruction 
or delay. 

The States General had in 1569 agreed to a form of words which Alva 
construed as consent in principle to the three measures which,. however, the 
provincial assemblies and town councils denied. As a stopgap measure Alva 
accepted the provinces’ assent to temporary subsidies. But the assemblies 
(unlike the duke) understood these to have been voted in exchange for Alva 
agreeing to drop the Tenth Penny and 5 per cent tax. When the term of 
the temporary. subsidies expired in 1571 and Alva renewed his insistence on 
the Tenth and Twentieth Penny taxes, unilaterally imposing them, by decree 
of 31 July 1571, a wave of bitter frustration: swept the country. But what 
caused the greatest resentment were the methods Alva used to coerce the 
town governments into putting his new taxes into effect. Count Bossu, 
the new Stadholder of Holland, Zeeland, and. Utrecht, assigned officials 
of the Hof of Holland to ensure implementation in his provinces by 
menacing civic officials with fines—in Gouda, for example, of 1,000 guilders 
per burgomaster and 500 guilders per magistrate—if tax-collectors were not 
appointed and the machinery for collecting the taxes not set in motion.” 
Even Amsterdam eventually submitted albeit holding out longer than the 
rest, caving in shortly before the arrival of the Sea-Beggars at Brill. 

Popular loathing of the new taxes, especially in Flanders, Brabant, and 
Holland, was such that collaboration with officials of the provincial courts, 
delegated to supervise collection, involved appreciable personal risk to the 
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regents concerned. At Brussels, where there were: repeated signs of pending 
unrest, the burgomasters preferred to brave Alva rather than the populace. 
But even where there was no disturbance, tension was acute. At Gouda the 
burgomasters provided themselves with bodyguards. The magistracies nerv- 
ously consulted their militia captains; enquiring if they could count on them 
to suppress disorder should implementation proceed. At Gouda, the militia 
contingents answered. that they would do: nothing to.enforce the Tenth 
Penny—even .if the king himself demanded it. By March 1572, many militia 
units were’ seriously alienated: against their own town: governments.” Thus, 
even though the two new permanent taxes had been considerably diluted; 
and were never actually collected, they had the consequence of opening a 
breach between central government and the provincial assemblies, and 
damaging irreparably the standing of the town governments, in the eyes of 
the citizenry and’ militias. 

That the political storm over the Tenth Penny was in practice not 
strengthening, but seriously damaging, the position of the Crown, and 
playing into Orange’s hands by stoking up popular discontent, was-plain to 
Viglius and. the king’s other most loyal supporters in the government of the 
Low Countries. Viglius suspected that Alva with his irascible insistence on 
the Tenth Penny was not so much representing the expressed will of the 
king—he doubted: whether ‘Philip was sufficiently aware of the actual 
situation—as his own-unconquerable obduracy.‘’. Even Alva’s.closest adher- 
ent amongst the Netherlands nobility, Charles, comte de Berlaymont, wrote 
behind his back to Madrid, warning the king that persisting with the Tenth 
Penny would seriously impair the loyalty of his Netherlands subjects. The 
Flemish bishops, and other uitra-loyalists, also tried to have the Tenth 
Penny suspended. But Alva stubbornly refused.to change course until the 
summer of 1572, by when it was too late. 
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revolution, a truly great revolt of a kind which fundamentally trans- 

forms the course of history, can arise only where there has been a long 
gestation creating unbridgeable constitutional, social, ideological, and spiri- 
tual rifts. All kinds of revolts can arise out of short-term grievances. But 
repression and exploitation, even had Alva’s regime been more brutal and 
rapacious than it was, cannot themselves generate a far-reaching rejection 
of the political and religious foundations of a society such as. occurred in 
1572 in the Netherlands. For that to happen there must be a preparatory 
period of polarization of attitudes, ideologies, and constitutional views 
lasting decades. The economic and military circumstances which precipit- 
ated the outbreak of rebellion in 1572, though not unimportant, are thus 
essentially secondary. 

It is certainly true that the Tenth Penny furore greatly aggravated the 
tensions besetting the Netherlands in 1571 and early 1572, when Alva 
resorted to unilateral imposition of the tax. But this was because the Tenth 
Penny had become a symbol of unbridled central authority riding rough- 
shod over venerated constitutional procedures, a symbol of government 
illegality and the ruthless coercion of the towns. 

There was no difference in response to the Tenth Penny as between the 
north and south of the Netherlands.' Similarly, the resented burden of 
military occupation, construction of citadels in major towns, the new 
dioceses, religious repression, and the Conseil des Troubles affected the entire 
Habsburg Netherlands without difference between north and south. Never- 
theless, the insurrection of 1572, rapidly produced an entirely different 
situation in the north than in the south and this sharp, and fundamental, 
contrast was subsequently decisive in shaping not only the development of 
the Revolt but also the growing divergence between north and south.’ That 
the response to the Revolt of 1572 was so different in the north from the 
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south resulted from basic differences in social structure, the religious 
situation, and economic life reaching back not just years or decades, but 
centuries. Three basic differences proved fundamental: in the north there 
was only one power block whereas in the south there were several; in the 
north a large part of the nobility and patriciate were behind the Revolt 
whereas in the south this was not the case; and finally, militant Catholicism 
was a significant force in Wallonia and parts of Brabant whereas there was 
virtually no firm Catholic support amongst the populace north of the rivers. 
To this may be added the strategic factor: it was unquestionably more 
difficult for the Spanish army to operate effectively in the low-lying areas, 
particularly Holland and Zeeland, than below the rivers. 

The contrast in constitutional structures was a legacy of the distant past: 
Flanders.and Brabant both lacked internal cohesion; Holland, by contrast, 
its States accustomed to acting as a provincial government to protect the 
province’s bulk-carrying fleet and herring fishery—neither of which was 
mainly based in any of the six ‘large towns’—-was. the only province in the 
Habsburg Netherlands with a measure of real institutional cohesion. No less 
important,-Flanders and Brabant had always lacked the capacity to inter- 
vene in, or exert any political or military influence over, the north. 
Consequently, there was no way of challenging Holland’s potential domin- 
ance, should Habsburg power falter, over the rest of the north. The contrast 
with regard to social élites was also, in part, a legacy of the distant past. 
Above the rivers the magnates had less influence than below while the urban 
artisanate was smaller and also less inured to confrontation with patricians, 
so that there was less chance of paralysing splits within society. But the 
social factor was also shaped by the outcome of the rebellion of 1566-7. 
Because the beeldenstorm, and establishment of Protestant worship in the 
north, had been more organized, with a greater participation by élites, than 
in the south, many more nobles and influential men had been driven into 
exile from the north than the south, facing permanent loss of their influence 
and wealth. This means that.in 1572 there were more men of. substance from 
the north with an interest in overthrowing the existing regime, and replacing 
it with something different, than was the case in the south. 

The great Revolt was triggered by the Sea-Beggars. On.1 April 1572, six 
hundred Gueux, recently expelled from the English Channel ports, on Queen 
Elizabeth’s orders, under the command of Count Lumey de la. Marck, a 
Liégeois: nobleman whom Orange now made his representative. in’ South 
Holland, seized the small port of Brill which had been temporarily left 
without a Spanish garrison, owing to Alva’s concentration of his forces 
along the French border to guard against an expected incursion from 
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France. ‘Willem Blois de Treslong, his second-in-command, persuaded 
Lumey not just to raid the town. and its churches (which were thoroughly 
pillaged and stripped of images) but to try to hold Brill, a town inaccessibly 
placed and surrounded by waterways, against the inevitable counter-attack. 

The growing threat from the Sea-Beggars, since 1568, had led Alva to 
station substantial forces around the Scheldt and Maas estuaries. Some of 
these had recently been drawn. off for service on the French border but.on 
the news of the capture of Brill, reinforcements were dispatched to Bossu, 
and the new Portuguese Stadholder of Friesland and Groningen, Gaspar de 
Robles. The regents of Holland and Zeeland, recently bullied into surrender 
over the Tenth Penny, afraid of disturbances amongst their own citizenry, 
and professing to be staunchly Catholic, were willing enough to try to keep 
the Sea-Beggars out in the name of king and Church.? But the approach of 
Spanish and Walloon reinforcements placed them in an almost hopeless 
position. The civic militias had already intimated they would not back the 
town councils against popular unrest for the sake of the Tenth Penny. There 
was no reason to assume the militias would spring to the support of the 
town councils if it came to letting in Spanish garrisons and closing gates 
against the Beggars, quite the contrary.‘ 

Brill was a small, and relatively unimportant, town. But once the Beggars 
realized how fragile was the situation in the north-west Netherlands, and 
how precarious the position of government, Church, and regents, they lost 
no time in pouncing on bigger prey, riding a wave of popular fury against 
the town governments and regime. Five days after the capture of Brill, it 
was the turn of the strategically crucial port of Flushing, at the mouth of 
the Scheldt. Flushing had been selected by Alva as the site for one of the 
new citadels designed to overawe the citizenry and hold the Netherlands 
more securely. But, in contrast to Antwerp, Groningen, and Utrecht, where 
the citadels were formidable, that at Flushing was still at an embryonic 
stage, less a fortress than a symbol of oppression. On the approach of 
Spanish reinforcements, the citizenry seized the town, ejected its Walloon 
garrison, and called in the Beggars, some 800 of whom were sent from Brill 
in eight vessels. The town government was changed and an edict issued in 
the name of the Prince of Orange (and king of Spain) sternly forbidding 
attacks on the churches under pain of severe penalties. Later in April Veere, 
followed by the rest of Walcheren Island, except Middelburg, rose against 
the Spaniards. Veere was seized by its fishermen. So strongly pro-Beggar 
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was sentiment in Zeeland that the Spaniards were greatly hampered in theif 
efforts to react by the refusal of local seamen to serve on the king’s ships 
and supply barges.’ Flushing, an admirable naval base, assured the rebels 
control of the Scheldt estuary.° 

Bossu, having failed to eject the Beggars from Brill, proceeded to seal off 
the town from the rest. of ‘Holland and blockade it. Rotterdam closed its 
gates on him, the town being divided but predominantly in favour of the 
Beggars.’ But Bossu’s troops burst in and suppressed the incipient rebellion 
there. It was at this point, with the situation in Holland and Zeeland in the 
balance; that Count Louis of Nassau, eager to seize the opportunity, 
invaded Hainault and captured Mons, one of the principal Habsburg 
fortress towns:on the French border. It was only some weeks later, in 
August, that the St Bartholomew’s Day Massacre, in Paris, removed the 
threat of a large-scale Huguenot-backed invasion: of the Spanish Nether- 
lands, from France, so that, from April to July, however critical the position 
in Holland and Zeeland, Alva felt obliged to keep the bulk of his: forces 
further south.’ ‘With the rebels holding their enclaves in Holland and 
Zeeland, and Alva’s. army encamped around Mons, another rebel force 
under the Gelderland magnate Count Van den Bergh invaded Gelderland, 
from Germany, and captured Zutphen, bringing most of Gelderland and 
Overijssel into revolt. Finally, in August (following the massacre in Paris), 
Orange in person led a largely German mercenary army of 16,000 men into 
Brabant, aiming to: relieve Mons. Significantly, only two:southern towns, 
Mechelen and Oudenaarde, thereupon. revolted spontaneously and_re- 
quested garrisons from Orange. 

After the fall of Brill, Flushing, and Veere the position of the Spanish 
forces and royalists, in Holland and Zeeland, seemed briefly to stabilize. 
‘There was acute tension inside Middelburg where the regents and officials 
put in by Alva held firm while the common folk wished to emulate 
Flushing.’ But the Spaniards sent. in reinforcements and secured the city. 
‘After a lengthy pause, the next town to go over, this time in North Holland, 
‘was Enkhuizen, like Veere a major fishing port and one which had suffered 
severely from the disruption:caused by the Sea-Beggars but which blamed 
‘the Spaniards for the slump. On 21 May, the town militia opted for the 
-Beggars and seized the town.'® Only afterwards, when the town’s royalist 
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regents had fled and the. rest agreed to join the Revolt, were the Beggars 
called in. On 2 June the Beggar leader, Diederik Sonoy, Orange’s comman- 
der in North Holland, established his base in Enkhuizen,-which became the 
nerve-centre of rebel operations throughout North-Holland and, initially, 
also Friesland. 

The insurrection at Enkhuizen undermined the position of the pro- 
government, pro-Catholic city governments throughout North. Holland, 
though it was not for another month that Hoorn and Alkmaar came over, 
in both cases through: internal unrest against the sitting regents rather than 
Beggar intervention. At Hoorn, a:town where (as in Amsterdam) there was 
a sharp split between the pro-government ruling patriciate and the business 
community (many of whom were exiles), most of the town-council fled and 
were replaced with prominent Protestants returning from Emden." At 
Haarlem, which remained ostensibly loyal until early July, after most of the 
other main Holland towns had gone over, the vroedschap prevaricated for 
as long as possible; then, having sensed the mood and consulted the civic 
militia, the regents refused the garrison offered by Bossu and instead 
admitted Orange’s emissaries, agreeing to recognize Orange as rightful 
Stadholder of Holland, which was tantamount to joining the.Revolt of their 
own accord.'? The Haarlem regents acted thus because feeling in the town 
was strongly on the side of Orange and the Beggars, and support for king 
and Church minimal. Opening the city gates to Orange’s envoys also meant 
accepting his ‘Religious Peace’ and. consequently the introduction of Prot- 
estant. worship, though the regents knew full well that, should Alva regain 
control of the city, this would have extremely serious consequences for 
themselves. A fortnight, after opening their gates, the Haarlem city. auth- 
orities. permitted the first Reformed service tobe held in a church inside the 
city.'3 

With the fall of Haarlem, all: North Holland except Amsterdam was in 
rebel hands. As the Revolt spread it produced sporadic mob demonstra- 
tions, unruliness against unpopular regents, a creeping beeldenstorm, and 
expulsion of Catholic priests and the closing of Catholic churches despite 
Orange’s efforts to prevent this. In South ‘Holland, the government was 
militarily in a stronger position; for here Bossu had the bulk of his force 
and could call on assistance from the Spanish garrison at Utrecht. Yet, in 
South Holland the civic patriciates were in as precarious. a situation, just as 
vulnerable to popular anger, as further north. Ironically, Gouda—one of 
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the towns least affected by the ferment of 1565-7—was the first of the main 
South Holland towns to go over to. the Revolt. On 21 June,.a band of 
Beggars under the command of a local:noble, Adriaen van Swieten, having 
captured Oudewater, appeared before:.Gouda, calling on the regents to 
submit to the authority of the Prince of Orange. The vroedschap, seeing 
there was no support for king or Church in Gouda, gave in with great 
reluctance but equally great promptness.'* In Leiden, the staunch loyalists 
of the city council were rapidly overwhelmed by internal pressure.'S Not 
only the populace and militia officers (who flatly refused to suppress the 
popular disturbances in the town) but part of the town council itself, led by 
the pensionary, Paulus Buys, the man soon to emerge as the leading figure 
amongst the pro-Orange regents in the province, supported the Revolt. Two 
burgomasters and a few loyalist councillors fled. Leiden joined the Revolt 
entirely through internal pressure: it was only ten days later that Beggar 
troops entered the town. But they certainly served to radicalize the revolu- 
tion. Following the entry of the Beggars, the city’s Catholic churches were 
pillaged, stripped of images, and closed.'* Orange’s efforts to prevent the 
sacking of the churches were proving increasingly ineffective. 

After Leiden it was the turn of Dordrecht. Of all the Holland towns 
Dordrecht was reputedly the most conservative and pro-Habsburg in 
sentiment. In 1566, Dordrecht had been exceptional for the loyal attitude of 
the civic militia in preventing Protestant preaching and image-breaking. But 
while most Dordrecht regents were pro-Habsburg, a small core, notably 
Cornelis van Beveren, Adriaen Bleyenburg, and Jacob Muys van Holy, were 
Orangists and crypto-Protestants, and swiftly gained the upper hand in the 
tussle for control, owing to lack of support—both in the militia and town 
as a ‘whole—for a royalist or Catholic stance.'’ When the people began to 
demonstrate, the militia joined them, the loyalist regents panicked, and 
power shifted to the Orangists. As the Beggars streamed in, the town’s 
prominent loyalists departed. Over the next few weeks the churches of 
Dordrecht were pillaged and stripped. A few were reopened for Protestant 
worship; most were closed. 

Striving to reverse the tide, Bossu issued a summons to the. town 
patriciates of Holland, calling them to an emergency gathering of the States 
of Holland, at The Hague, where there were Spanish troops and the town 
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summons went out, only Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Delft, and The Hague, of 
the larger towns, were still loyal, along with a few small towns suchas 
Schiedam, Schoonhoven, and: Heusden. In defiance of Bossu’s summons, a 
majority of the Holland towns, being now. Orangist, assembled as a rival 
States of Holland, on 19 July, in Dordrecht, instead of The Hague.'? 

This, the first gathering of the States of. Holland under the aegis of the 
Revolt against Philip II, deserves attention as it marks a radical break with 
the past in several respects and exerted a not inconsiderable influence over 
the subsequent evolution of the Revolt and formation of the Republic.” Of 
the six ‘large towns’ normally represented, two—Amsterdam and Delft—re- 
fused to participate, remaining loyal to the king. On the other hand, a 
number of small towns—Alkmaar, Hoorn, Enkhuizen, Medemblik, Edam, 
Monnikendam, .Oudewater, and Gorcum—having only exceptionally at- 
tended in the past were represented.”’ Rotterdam too sent delegates a few 
days after the rest, on the withdrawal of the Spanish troops. Particularly 
striking is the fact that nearly all the delegates sent to the rebel States, at 
Dordrecht, were either regents who were newcomers to the States or persons 
who were newcomers to the patriciates.” 

William the Silent sent his secretary, Marnix, as his representative, 
furnished with instructions as to provisional arrangements to make with the 
States.?3 Both the Prince’s proposals, and the terms eventually agreed, were 
a bizarre mix of conservatism and revolution. Prince and States were 
anxious to preserve as much of a veneer of legality, and constitutional 
propriety, as possible. In flagrant defiance of Philip’s having appointed 
Bossu his successor as Stadholder, Orange proclaimed that he was still 
‘governor-general and Stadholder of the king in Holland, Zeeland, and 
Utrecht’, since he had not been ‘dismissed in the manner required by the 
customs and privileges of the country’. The States of Holland accepted 
this, acknowledging him as Stadholder and captain-general of all three 
provinces. Furthermore, they recognized Orange ‘in the absence of His 
Royal Majesty’ as ‘Protector’ of the Netherlands as a whole, an astounding 
step negating totally the authority, and commission, of Alva.*5 The States 
further accepted Orange’s authority to appoint lieutenant-governors, 
ackowledging Lumey in South Holland, and Sonoy in North Holland, as 
local military commanders. 
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The Prince (who was then far away at Venlo) urged the States.to abandon 
the ‘cause of the-Spaniards’ and fight together with the rest of the 
‘Fatherland’, meaning the whole of the Netherlands, to secure the historic 
‘rights and privileges’ of the provinces. ‘The States agreed, undertaking, to 
shoulder a considerable part of the cost, allocating 600,000 guilders for 
payment of troops, to be paid over three months, with the expectation of 
raising much of this by selling off confiscated Church property.* In 
addition, the States took measures to exert pressure on Delft, Amsterdam, 
and Utrecht to come over to: the Revolt. Orange made demands on the 
States; and he sought agreement for a wider Revolt. But he also entered into 
undertakings. He promised that, in future, he would not: govern Holland 
without the consent of the States ‘or at least the majority of them and 
without consulting the States’. . . if and when they desire this’.”” In addition, 
Prince and States solemnly agreed not to enter into negotiations with Philip, 
or any representative of the king, except conjointly and by mutual consent, 
nor to ‘decide anything else concerning the whole province’ other than 
jointly and by mutual consent. ; 

The States proceeded as if adhering to legality. Yet, in all of this, the 
speciousness of the fiction that the king’s authority, rights, and wishes were 
being respected was transparent. The States pretended that the authority 
and military responsibilities of the Stadholder derived from, and only from, 
the Crown. But they not only assembled in open defiance of the king’s 
Stadholder, but acknowledged someone else in his place and proceeded to 
make major decisions concerning not only taxation, and payment of troops, 
but military matters, naval organization, church and foreign affairs, spheres 
which were primarily the business of the sovereign.” It was wholly uncon- 

vincing to seek to justify this by claiming, as the States of Holland had long 
claimed, that it was an established privilege of theirs to assemble on their 
own without a royal summons and to determine their own agenda.” Still 
other revolutionary aspects of the assembly of July 1572 were less immedi- 
ately obvious. As a consequence of assuming executive and administrative 
functions they had never exercised before, the frequency and duration of the 
States’ gatherings, from this point on, were much greater than in the past.”° 
Although the change would not be fully evident until later, the States of 
Holland had transformed themselves from being an occasional, chiefly 
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advisory body into an embryonic government endeavouring to organize and 
finance a war while maintaining order and justice and taking over the reins 
of administration. 

As 1572 wore on the cause of the Revolt first prospered, then wilted. The 
first strategic enterprise of the-rebel States of Holland was to blockade Delft. 
The town’s loyalist regents prepared to resist, hired special troops, closed 
the taverns, and positioned artillery around the town hall. They were soon 
forced to yield though less to external than internal pressure.*" Anti-Spanish, 
anti-Catholic, and anti-royalist sentiment was intense. As the town fell, all 
four burgomasters fled, leaving their homes and the churches and monas- 
teries of Delft, to be pillaged behind them: Initially, the rebellion gained 
ground in the north-east too, Van den Bergh consolidating his hold on 
Gelderland and Overijssel. The Revolt spread also to Friesland despite the 
success of the Stadholder, Gaspar de Robles, in repulsing several Beggar 
landings during August. His situation deteriorated when, attempting to 
extend his grip by introducing troops into more towns, he provoked a rising 
at Sneek, which closed its gates on his Walloons.* After Sneek, Bolsward 
opened its gates to a detachment sent by Van den Bergh, under an officer 
designated the ‘Prince of Orange’s governor’ of Friesland, the Protestant 
Gelderland nobleman Diederik van Bronkhorst van Batenburg. Next 
Franeker, the second town of Friesland, rose, while the inhabitants of 
Dokkun, in a spontaneous display of fury, attacked Robles’ troops in the 
open countryside. But in Friesland the Revolt had got ahead of itself. 
Dokkum was brutally sacked by Robles’s troops and many of its citizens 
massacred. Reinforced from Groningen, Robles secured Leeuwarden and 
other key locations. There was also political disarray among the insurgents. 
For while Van den Bergh had designated Bronkhorst ‘Stadholder’ of 
Friesland, Orange had meanwhile appointed another noble to that office, 
the latter’s arrival in Friesland, in September, causing considerable confu- 
sion. 

In the north or at any rate Holland, Zeeland, and Friesland, there was 
plenty of spontaneous local opposition to the authority of Alva and the 
king. In the south Netherlands, however, with Alva closer by, this was not 
the case. Orange himself, though hampered by lack of money, and the 
distaste of the German Lutheran princes and clergy for his increasingly 
Calvinist connections,*4 appealed to the cities of Brabant and Flanders to 
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declare their support, aiming to precipitate a general insurrection that would 
force Alva to give up the siege of Mons. However, there was little response 
and, on 19 September, just as the tide was turning in Friesland, Mons 
surrendered to Alva. One southern town which had opened its gates to 
Orange was Mechelen and Alva now marched, determined to punish its 
disloyalty severely. On his approach local Orangists fled and the town gates 
were thrown open.>> But Alva nevertheless allowed his men to sack the city, 
perpetrating a massacre; he also abolished the city’s privileges. The lesson 
instantly induced the other southern insurgent towns to submit, these— 
Leuven, Oudenaarde and Diest—escaping with heavy fines. Antwerp, 
Brussels, and the Flemish.towns, meanwhile, had not stirred. Orange had 
no alternative to withdrawing ignominiously, to Gelderland, only to find 
that, there too, the terrifying news from Mechelen had sapped morale. In 
mid-October, with Alva advancing on Gelderland, the Prince began to 
despair. He knew the position in the north-east was untenable and did not 
believe Holland and Zeeland alone could long resist. In sombre mood he 
resolved to withdraw to Holland ‘ayant deliberé de faire illecq ma sépul- 
ture’.>° 

Bolstered by the disintegration of the Revolt in Brabant, Alva aimed to 
precipitate an equally prompt submission of the north. A fresh massacre 
ensued, on 14 November, at Zutphen, where hundreds of the town’s 7,500 
or so population perished. Just as Alva had calculated, the city’s fate soon 
persuaded the other rebel-held towns in Gelderland and Overijssel to 
capitulate.*” The insurgents also lost heart in Friesland, Bolsward, Sneek, 
and Franeker all surrendering after the Zutphen massacre and accepting 
Walloon garrisons. 

This left only Holland and Zeeland without Amsterdam and Middelburg. 
Despite the lateness of the season and his financial difficulties, Alva hastened 
to finish the business, not wishing to give the rebels the winter in which to 
consolidate. Again he sought to engineer a general collapse by means of a 
deliberate massacre.3* Finding Naarden, which lay in his path, slow to 
submit, he authorized the killing of every man, woman, and child in the 
town. The slaughter at Naarden, on 2 December 1572, in which almost the 
entire population perished, only a handful escaping in the dark across the 
snow, had a sensational effect on the popular imagination in the Low 
Countries, becoming a byword for atrocity and cruelty. A few days. later, 
the Spanish army took up position around Haarlem. 
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THE REVOLT. SURVIVES, 1573-1575 


The massacre at Naarden did not, however, produce the same result in 
Holland as those of Mechelen and Zutphen had in Brabant and the 
north-east. The question why goes to the heart of the Dutch Revolt. In 
Brabant and Flanders, where there had been no extensive spontaneous 
rising, morale had disintegrated and Orangist regents and militia officers fled 
on Alva’s approach. In Holland, by contrast, the. key towns, including 
Haarlem, which was now about to undergo a terrible siege, had not been 
conquered by Beggars or occupied by hired soldiery, but spontaneously 
risen against regime and Church.' Here Alva’s approach had the opposite 
effect to that in Brabant and the north-east. Resistance stiffened despite the 
grim prospect. Opinion further polarized; but it was the loyalists who were 
overwhelmed, gagged, and marginalized. At Delft the militia pressed the 
Prince to take ever harsher measures against Catholic worship and 
property.” On the approach of Alva’s army, the civic militia of Haarlem, 
aware that part of the vroedschap wanted to surrender, staged a coup 
together with the town’s military governor, Wigbolt Ripperda. The Haarlem 
town pensionary, Adriaan van Assendelft, accused of plotting with Bossu, 
was sent to Delft and beheaded on the Prince’s orders. It was at this point 
that the great church of Haarlem, the St Bavo’s Church, was stripped of 
images and converted to Protestant worship.? Under pressure from the 
militia, the town council was purged, a substantial number of new men, as 
well as existing regents of known Protestant and Orangist sympathies, being 
chosen.* 

The decisive’ factor was that in Holland, Zeeland, and Friésland, the 
Revolt of 1572 had now been in progress for many months and incipient 
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Protestantization and the institutional formalization of the rebellion against 
the Spanish Crown had placed the local rebel leadership in a quite different 
position from their counterparts in the southern and eastern provinces. 
Returning exiles and Sea-Beggars had already drastically changed the civic 
political and religious framework in the Holland and Zeeland towns, 
whereas in the south and east there had been neither enough prominent 
returning exiles nor enough time, for Protestantism and institutionalization 
of the Revolt to widen the rift between rebels and Crown.> Consequently, 
by the autumn of 1572, if prompt surrender made sense for towns in the 
south and east, it made no sense in Holland and Zeeland, where the 
involvement of leading citizens and returning exiles in the purging of civic 
government, revolutionary initiatives of the States, pillaging and closing of 
the Catholic churches, and re-emergence of Protestant worship meant that 
they could hope to survive only by holding out militarily. 

The fact that in the north-west the Revolt had gone further and deeper, 
and had much more time, from July to December, to consolidate than in 
the south and east generated a revolutionary fervour and tenacity, a 
determination to fight to the end, which simply did not exist in other parts 
of the country. Haarlem’s defences were far from formidable. But with such 
tenacity did the garrison and militia resist, constructing new fortifications 
inside the old, and harassing the Spanish troops in their trenches, that the 
besiegers were caught in the bitter cold of winter for many months, suffering 
heavy losses, as well as incurring huge expense. After a long and terrible 
siege Haarlem was forced to capitulate. But this did not happen until July 
1573, more than a year after the town had gone over to the Revolt, and by 
the time it fell Haarlem had wrought so much damage on Spain’s forces and 
prestige, and given the rest of the rebel towns so long a respite in, which to 
organize their defence, the entire picture was transformed. If the fall of 
Haarlem nevertheless gravely weakened the strategic position of the rebels 
by cutting rebel-held Holland into two parts, Alva’s son, Don Fadrique de 
Toledo, in command of the forces in Holland, diluted the impact of this by 
turning northwards to try to capture Alkmaar: for the resistance of the rest 
of North Holland, and the small towns there, was a secondary issue. The 
fate of the Revolt hung on the outcome in South Holland. 

The climax of the struggle for the north-west came during the next 
eighteen months with the great sieges of Middelburg and Leiden. The 
insurgents on Walcheren had tightly blockaded the former from the outset. 
But the city was strongly garrisoned and held out grimly for twenty months. 
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Finally, despite strenuous efforts to relieve the city, several massive river 
convoys, sent from Antwerp and Bergen-op-Zoom, being repulsed by the 
Zeelanders’ warships, the starving Spanish garrison were forced to surrender 
in February 1574. At Leiden, ‘it was: the turn of the rebels to starve. The 
siege of Leiden, if not quite the longest—that of Middelburg was longer-— 
was the costliest, hardest fought,'and most decisive, as well as. the most epic 
of the great sieges of the Revolt. There were relatively few professional 
troops in the town. The backbone of the defence were the citizens’ militia 
(schutters).© The Spanish besiegers came close to-succeeding and, had Leiden 
fallen, The Hague and Delft would have been untenable and the Revolt as 
a whole might well have collapsed.’ The first phase of the siege during which 
the Spaniards occupied much of the countryside of South Holland ended, 
in March. 1574, when the Spanish troops pulled back, to face the army, 
raised by William’s brothers in Germany, seeking to ease the pressure on 
Holland from the east. The rebel force was crushed at Mook and Count 
Louis killed.. In May the siege resumed. By this stage, Orange had created 
a rudimentary military. administration in Holland and increased his troop 
strength to perhaps 15,000 men.. But in numbers the Dutch army was still 
less than half the size of the king’s and was qualitatively far inferior.® 

By August £574 Leiden’s supplies had run out and her defenders were in 
a pitiable state. With the entire. Revolt in the balance, Orange staked 
everything on trying to save the seemingly doomed. town. He promised the 
starving citizenry, by pigeon, that if they could hold on just a little longer 
he would save them. Boats, supplies, and thousands of seamen were brought 
up, under:Admiral Boisot’s command, from Zeeland. Despite opposition in 
the States of Holland; the dikes along the Maas were cut so as to inundate 
the area further north. But the water failed to rise sufficiently to force the 
Spaniards back, or convey the relief fleet further than midway between Delft 
and the dying city. Their approach blocked, but within earshot, the relief 
fleet thundered their guns, to bolster the morale of the besieged; but for 
weeks could advance no nearer. For the third time in the saga of his struggle 
against Spain, the Prince, by late September, had given way to despair, 
convinced that all was lost. Finally, the wind changed and heavy rain fell 
or, as Protestant contemporaries put it, the Almighty intervened. For days 
rain fell, the waters rose. The Spaniards were forced to pull back and Boisot 
was through. So weakened were the defenders that scarcely anyone in the 
town could stand. 


* Bremmer, ‘Beleg en ontzet van Leiden’, 172-3. 
7 Woltjer, Kleine oorzaken, 11. 
® Swart, Willer van Oranje, 69. 


182 The Making of the Republic, 1477-1588 


The relief of Leiden was'a crucial event. The Spanish soldiery sub- 
sequently evacuated all South Holland, withdrawing on Utrecht.and Haar- 
lem.? The Revolt was now fairly secure in-South Holland and Zeeland and 
in North Holland, beyond Amsterdam. and Haarlem. Since the fierce battle 
on the Zuider Zee, of 11 October 1573, in which the royalist Amsterdam- 
mers and Spaniards had been ‘beaten, and Bossu captured, the rebels also 
enjoyed naval superiority throughout the war zone from the Scheldt estuary 
to Friesland. Royalist Amsterdam and. Haarlem suffered severely during the 
mid-1570s, being cut off from their normal markets. 

While Amsterdam, Haarlem, and Utrecht remained in loyalist. hands the 
war in the north-west had something of the character of a civil war. ‘But 
support forking and Church was so limited that it was a civil war only in 
a marginal sense. If there was any Catholic militancy to be stirred up against 
the image-breakers who had shut down the Catholic churches of Holland, 
it was scarcely noticeable. The royalist, and pro-Catholic, element was 
strongly represented only among the regents and was essentially political in 
character. Royalist, Catholic regents were relatively numerous but unrep- 
resentative of feeling in their towns, and amongst the civic militias, and by 
1573 most had fled, or been removed.‘ This does not mean, of course, that 
most regents who remained, and continued in civic government, were solidly 
committed to Orange and the Revolt. On the.contrary, while most regents 
had preferred to stay put rather than flee, those who acquiesced, as was seen 
during the sieges of Haarlem and Leiden, showed little appetite for fighting 
to the last and had to be coerced: by civic militia, committed. Protestant 
regents, and Orangist newcomers to civic government.'' The story was the 
same during the siege of Zierikzee in 1575. It was the seamen, fishermen, 
and the middling sort who formed the backbone of the Revolt. Only a 
minority of the town council showed any firm resolve.'*. The rest had had to 
be coerced into holding out.: 

Alva’s Netherlandish subordinates and’ allies: were much ‘less uncom- 
promising than he.'? In this situation. there was scope, or so: it.seemed, for 
negotiation and compromise. Nor was there any lack of would-be interme- 
diaries and peacemakers. As early as the siege of Haarlem, during the spring 
of 1573, various German Protestant princes approached Orange’s younger 
brothers with proposals for negotiations and settlement. As a consequence, 
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the Prince found himself under some pressure, as time passed, to define 
more precisely the aims of. the Revolt which he led. Orange and his 
adherents (however hypocritically) claimed:to be loyal subjects of the king 
of Spain, so‘there was no obstacle in principle to negotiation. It is true that 
the changes in the government of Holland and Zeeland, introduced in July 
1§72, were revolutionary in their implications. But they could also be treated 
as emergency measures of a temporary nature that might be superseded by 
a negotiated return to an agreed status quo ante. It is worth noting that 
William the Silent in commenting on his aims during the course of 1573 did 
not assert that he was striving to set up a separate state, or claim to be 
fighting for the Protestant faith.'* He claimed to be seeking the ‘liberté du 
pays tant au fait de la conscience comme de la police’, that is for liberty of 
conscience and civic autonomy in matters of justice and law and order."* In 
order to secure and safeguard these objectives the rebels would need to 
extract two main concessions from the king in any forthcoming negotia- 
tions: first, Philip must withdraw all Spanish and other foreign troops from 
the Netherlands; secondly the king must formally concede toleration of the 
public practice of the Reformed and Lutheran faiths. 

Philip, contemplating his deteriorating financial situation, strategic 
difficulties, and the risks to Spain’s overall position, and repeatedly urged 
to compromise by the Emperor, authorized his new governor-general of the 
Netherlands, Don Luis de Requesens, who took over from Alva, in 
November 1573, to explore the possibility of ending the Revolt by negotia- 
tion.'® Talks commenced following the relief of Leiden which, for the 
Spaniards, ended any hope of speedy suppression of the Revolt. In Decem- 
ber 1574, a leading academic and humanist, Elbertus Leoninus, a Leuven 
law professor from Gelderland, friend of Viglius and confidant of many of 
the Netherlands nobility, was sent to confer with Orange and the States of 
Holland. Leoninus was a typical representative of the Erasmian and 
politique humanist tradition. Being himself willing to live outwardly as a 
Catholic, he tried to persuade the rebel leadership that the king of Spain 
would never permit formal freedom of Protestant worship in his lands and 
that to insist on this was to condemn the Netherlands to endless strife and 
disruption. Here then, fully evident in 1575, as it had been in 1565, was the 
stumbling-block precluding a negotiated solution to the Dutch Revolt. If 
Orange had been a less skilful, and tenacious, leader, the Revolt might well 
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have been overwhelmed militarily..But the ideological framework prevailing 
in the Holland and Zeeland towns,. from the very outset, in 1572, based on 
rejection of Catholicism and insistence on Protestant worship—with. Cath- 
olic support too weak to mount any real political challenge—meant.that no 
negotiated settlement, even if Orange had been more pliant, was possible.”? 

Requesens nevertheless went ahead with formal talks which were held at 
Breda in the spring of 1575. The rebel position was jointly formulated. by 
Orange and the States.'® They had no wish, they declared; to ‘separate’ 
themselves from His Majesty, or be anything other than his loyal subjects. 
But the king, as well as allowing Protestantism, would in future have to rule 
in the Netherlands in conformity with his oath to uphold the provinces’ 
‘rights. and privileges’. The rebels insisted on limited monarchy, with the 
States General and provincial assemblies sharing in government.'? This went 
well beyond what Philip was willing to concede on the political as well as 
the religious front. Thus the Breda negotiations of 1575 revealed for all to 
see the fundamental irreconcilability of king and rebels on both essential 
points—religion and form of government.” Effectively, prospects for com- 
promise were so remote as to be negligible. 


FROM THE PACIFICATION OF GHENT (1576) TO THE UNION 
OF UTRECHT (1579) 


The combined burden of paying for the war against the rebels in the 
Netherlands and that against the Ottomans in the Mediterranean had, by 
the autumn of 1575, stretched Philip II’s finances to the point that. he could 
no longer service his mounting debt. to his Genoese bankers. He was 
compelled to suspend interest payments on the royal debt. With this, the 
entire financial machinery of the Spanish monarchy was thrown into chaos. 
Requesens, who enjoyed good relations with the bankers of Antwerp, 
managed nevertheless to go on borrowing, on the strength of future 
remittances from Spain, partly using his own credit, over the winter of 
1575-6. But lack of fresh remittances from Spain, over that winter, and 
Requesens’s death, in March 1576, completely paralysed the royal finances 
in the Low Countries. The result from the Spanish, Catholic, and loyalist 
point of view was catastrophic. pr 

The army did not disintegrate immediately. Unpaid and unsupplied, the 
Spanish soldiery continued the siege of Zierikzee until the town surrendered 
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on 2 July 1576. But only hours later, the starving veterans mutinied and 
abandoned the town they had fought so hard to capture. The mutiny rapidly 
spread. Three. weeks after the fall of Zierikzee; mutineers sacked Aalst only 
a few miles from Brussels. The royal Council of State saw no alternative but 
to give permission to the States of Brabant to raise their own troops with 
which to protect Brussels, and neighbouring towns, from the marauding 
horde of Spanish soldiers. In the power vacuum which developed, following 
the death of Requesens, the States of Brabant attempted to assume control 
through the ‘States General. which convened, without having been sum- 
moned by the ruler (for the first time since 1477), in September 1576."' 
Holland and Zeeland did: not: participate in this States General, the main 
aim of which was to end the war with the rebels.” On 30 October, the States 
General’s commissioners finalized an armistice with the States of Holland 
and Zeeland, the two: sides agreeing to co-operate to drive the mutinous 
Spanish contingents out of the country and confer on the subject of religion. 

At the beginning of November, the main body of mutineers attacked 
‘Antwerp, overwhelming the troops of the States of Brabant trying to protect 
it. For several days Europe’s greatest commercial and financial centre was 
subjected to slaughter, pillage, and rape. Although probably only a few 
hundred people were actually murdered,” Orange and his propagandists 
exploited ‘to the full the shock.and revulsion the terrifying news from 
Antwerp spread throughout the Netherlands and beyond. According to 
some reports as many as 18,000-citizens of Antwerp were slaughtered. The 
“Spanish Fury’-at Antwerp had important political and religious consequen- 
ces. It served to give further currency to the ‘Black Legend’ of Spanish 
cruelty, further blackened the name of the Spanish regime and soldiery, and 
reinforced the rebel claim. that there was no way out of the impasse in the 
Low Countries except by armed revolt. The ‘Spanish Fury’ also gave added 
urgency to the negotiations over religion between the ‘Protestant’ provinces, 
Holland and Zeeland, and Brabant and the rest which were still nominally 
Catholic.4 A few days after the “Spanish Fury’, the two sides’ commissio- 
ners signed the major agreement known as the ‘Pacification of Ghent’. There 
were now two power. centres.in the Netherlands—Brabant and Holland— 
neither of which was for the moment under Spanish control and both of 
which claimed to recognize the sovereignty of the Spanish king. Under the 
terms of the agreement, the southern provinces, and also Utrecht, agreed to 
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join with the Prince of Orange and the States of Holland and Zeeland in 
driving out the Spaniards and setting up a provisional government under.a 
single States General, which would continue to meet at Brussels.*5 Whilst 
the States General sought a final settlement of the religious question,. an 
interim arrangement was to apply whereby the public practice of Protestant- 
ism would be allowed only in Holland and Zeeland, the rest officially 
remaining exclusively Catholic.** Outside Holland: and Zeeland neither 
nobles nor regents had any wish to land. themselves in an endless war with 
Spain by introducing Protestant worship on a formal basis, in open defiance 
of the king. All royal edicts concerned with the suppression of heresy were 
suspended so that private Protestant practice, and possession of Protestant 
books, were now everywhere allowed. Only Namur, Luxemburg, and part 
of Limburg rejected the agreement, staying loyal to Spain. 

The States General also agreed to recognize the Prince of Orange as 
Stadholder of those parts of Holland and Zeeland currently under his 
leadership; but suspended his authority in Utrecht and those parts of 
Holland where his authority was, at that point, not recognized (that is 
Haarlem and Amsterdam) until the States: negotiated religious settlements 
satisfactory to the town councils concerned.”’ The provinces also agreed to 
align their currencies in the interests of monetary stability, demolish: the 
public monuments and inscriptions put up by Alva, and share, on an agreed 
quota basis, the cost of defending the Netherlands as a whole. In Holland, 
as at other decisive moments in the early stages of the Revolt, the town 
councils, to ensure that they had the public support they needed, consulted 
their civic militias on the terms of the -Pacification before ratifying the 
agreement.” 

The southern provinces and States General were now, in effect, in-revolt 
alongside Holland and Zeeland, against the Spanish Crown. But there was 
nevertheless still an immense gap between the two. movements of revolt.” 
The one had burnt its bridges with Philip; the other, centring partly on 
Brabant but also partly on Flanders, remained officially Catholic, for. the 
moment, and kept open the door to swift reconciliation. The States General 
in Brussels were willing to recognize Philip II’s new governor-general, Don 
Juan of Austria, provided he sent away the Spanish troops, ‘swore to uphold 
the Pacification of Ghent, and agreed to govern together with the States 
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General. Lacking the money and troops to do otherwise, Don Juan 
acquiesced, signing the so-called Eternal Edict with the States General, in 
February 1577. But Holland and Zeeland, encouraged by Orange, wanted 
no part of this agreement, since it provided no guarantees for the Reformed 
Church and would have stripped Holland and Zeeland of all control over 
the military.*° At the same time there were increasing tensions within the 
southern provinces between rival blocs and social groupings. Orange, who 
was still in Holland but had adherents and representatives in Brussels, 
sought to radicalize the Revolt in the south by allying with the main block 
of burgher opinion, including the guilds. and militias, against the nobility 
and patriciates, who mostly opposed Orange’s leadership, and policies, and 
had adopted a firmly ‘Catholic stance.*' The Spanish troops departed in 
April. 

A three-cornered contest now ensued between Don Juan seeking to 
rebuild royal authority, and minimize that of the States General, the States 
General, dominated by nobles and patricians anxious to settle with the king 
and uphold the Catholic Church—provided Philip would make some 
political concessions and keep the Spanish soldiery out—and Orange, 
Holland, and the southern radicals, intent on going further.” Tripartite 
negotiations -were arranged, at Geertruidenberg, but soon collapsed as it 
became apparent that Holland and Zeeland would neither end the public 
practice of the Reformed faith on their territory, nor surrender the new 
powers of their States, nor even recognize Don Juan as governor-general. 
With his hand becoming steadily weaker, and frustrated by the growing split 
between moderates .and radicals in-the south, Don Juan broke with the 
States General in July, fled Brussels, and set up his new headquarters at 
Namur, recalling the Spanish soldiery soon afterwards. The rupture between 
Don Juan and the States General instantly narrowed the gap between the 
States General and States of Holland and Zeeland.* The southern provinces 
(other than Namur and Luxemburg) now had no alternative to fighting 
hand in hand with the Protestants against the king. In September William 
the Silent, for the moment at one with the States General, entered Brussels 
in triumph. 

From September 1577 until the summer of 1583, William the Silent 
resided in Brabant, first in Brussels and then Antwerp, trying to.place the 
Revolt in the south on a. viable basis in collaboration with Holland. The 
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Prince strove to combat the:particularism of the provinces and promote 
cohesion within the Revolt. And yet it cannot be said that he took any 
effective steps to draw Holland and Zeeland into the new framework he was 
endeavouring to set up in the south. On the contrary, William in effect 
simply accepted the fundamental! duality of power and structures within the 
Netherlands, from the moment he arrived in Brussels, rejecting out of hand 
the States General’s proposal that the public practice of Catholicism should 
now again be tolerated in Holland and Zeeland.** William the Silent, with 
his possessions and family traditions in many parts of the Netherlands, but 
especially in Brabant, had a strong interest in counteracting the separateness 
of north and south. But, in terms of power structures, he never even began 
to tackle it; and indeed had no means of doing so. In this sense the Revolt 
was based on an underlying dichotomy which remained unchanged and an 
inherent contradiction which was bound to lead to a parting of ways. When 
William later strenuously opposed the suppression of Catholic worship by 
the Ghent Calvinists, it was with considerable justification that they accused 
him of pursuing one statecraft north of the rivers and a totally different one 
to the south. William deplored the growing tendency, from 1577 onwards, 
for Holland and Zeeland to go their own way in fiscal and military matters 
and show scant respect for the States General in Antwerp: But there was 
nothing he could do to change matters.** 

Thus, whilst they now stood closer, and fought -together, there were’ still 
two incompatible revolutions in progress in the Netherlands battling for the 
upper hand. Indeed, at grass-roots level, the rift between the two blocs was 
becoming wider rather than narrower, despite Orange’s tireless efforts. to 
preserve some semblance of unity.*’ It was a struggle of faiths more-in a 
political than religious sense: at bottom it was a struggle for local supremacy 
between warring élites, embittered by the fact that the nobles at the helm ‘of 
the new anti-Habsburg revolution, emanating from Brussels, had previously 
mostly fought for the royal regime against the rebels since 1566-8, and in 
several cases were implacable foes of the House of Orange. The ablest 
soldier amongst the Netherlands nobles who backed the authority of the 
States General in Brussels, for the time being, was Gilles de Berlaymont, 
baron de Hierges, who had been the king’s Stadholder of Holland, Zeeland, 
and Utrecht, in succession to Bossu, since 1574 (see Table 9) and latterly 
also Gelderland and Overijssel. Hierges was now technically in revolt 
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against the king alongside Orange. But: besides having helped reduce 
Valenciennes in 1567, played a prominent part, under Alva, in crushing the 
rebel army at Jemmingen, in 1568, distinguished himself on the royalist side 
at the siege of Haarlem and in the battle of Mook (in which William the 
Silent’s brothers had perished), he had been responsible for the sack of 
Oudewater perpetrated in the king’s name in June.1575. He was also one of 
those most keen to restore royal authority by reaching agreement with Don 
Juan. 

Hierges was: again‘in the. thick of things where these two irreconcilable 
revolutions clashed: head on in 1577—the province of Utrecht. The States 
General in Brussels had decreed that Utrecht was not part of the stadhold- 
erate of William of Orange, recognizing Hierges’s authority there. Hierges 
put himself at the head ofthe citizenry and German: troops in the city and 
besieged the remaining Spaniards in the great fortress.of the Vredenburg, 
which surrendered in February 1577. But as soon as the Spaniards were 
removed, Hierges’s authority was rapidly impaired as an open rift developed 
between those few Utrecht regents, led by Floris Thin, and those nobles, 
who supported Orange and wanted the formal practice of Protestanism 
permitted, and the. conservatives, backed by all the clergy, who. continued 
to recognize Hierges as Stadholder.* Moreover, if most regents backed 
Hierges, the city’s guilds and the urban populace were for Orange.*? To 
complicate matters further, there was also substantial support for a third 
contender for the stadholderate—Bossu. Finally, the Orangists gained the 
upper hand and Hierges defected 'to Don Juan. On 9 October 1577, the 
States of Utrecht recognized Orange as Stadholder (albeit against the wishes 
of :Amersfoort) and accepted terms: of religious compromise, nominally 
leaving the Catholic Church supreme, similar to those just agreed for 
Haarlem and also, in the-spring of 1577, for the Zeeland towns of Goes and 
Tholen, which had been in Spanish hands since 1572. The Vredenburg 
fortress in Utrecht was demolished. 

The struggle between the Revolt Holland style and the ‘Revolt Brabant 
style, meanwhile, had spread to the northernmost provinces, since the 
autumn of 1576, when mutinous Walloon troops had seized Caspar de 
Robles, at Groningen, and a tussle began between pro- and anti-Orange 
factions for control of Groningen and Friesland. What remained clear in 
this dauntingly complex situation was that the only way a basically Catholic 
Revolt rooted in allegiance to the House of Habsburg could be consolidated 


3% Woltjer, ‘Wisselende gestalten’, 90. : 
% Muller, Staat der Vereenigde Nederlanden, 163. 
® Den Tex, ‘Staten in Oldenbarnevelt's tijd’, 52. 


190 The Making of the Republic, 1477-1588 

was by enhancing the authority of the States General in Brussels and 
curtailing the influence of Orange and the States of Holland. The. anti- 
Orange faction in the States General, led by Philippe de Croy, duke: of 
Aerschot (1526-95) (a long-standing rival of the Prince), Philip of Egmond, 
son of the executed count, and Bossu,‘' scored a major success in:October 
1577 when they. brought to the Netherlands and installed as ‘governor- 
general’ (amid much pomp and the issuing of propaganda::medals .by the 
States General) a Habsburg prince, the Austrian Archduke Matthias (1557- 
1619). Matthias, young, inexperienced, and weak, was, from the first, little 
more than a figurehead. He swore to abide faithfully by the Pacification of 
Ghent, acquiesce in the restricted powers assigned to him, and: govern only 
in conjunction with the States General.” One of the first moves:of Matthias 
and the Brussels States General, in their efforts to extend their authority 
over the north, was to appoint a conservative Catholic nobleman, Georges 
de Lalaing, count of Rennenberg, as Stadholder of Friesland, Groningen, 
Drenthe, Overijssel (and Lingen) in the name of Philip II. Rennenberg stood 
for the status quo, had instructions from the States General, in Antwerp, to 
allow the public practice only ‘of the Catholic religion, and: sought to 
prevent the radicals. purging Hof of Friesland jurists, royalist regents, and 
other previous supporters of the Spanish regime from. positions of power 
and influence. In Friesland, pressure for removing conservatives and 
royalists, not least from the rural magistracies, the grietenijen, came mainly 
from the nobles of the Oostergo and Westergo quarters and from the 
citizenry in the towns. ‘Since the Spaniards in the last years have dismissed 
many persons from their offices’, the Frisian gentry, were determined that 
Rennenberg should restore ‘each to his office’ and. remove the. grietmannen 
put in by the Spaniards.“ Prominent amongst gentry pressing for change in 
Friesland were those who belonged to families which had formerly been 
Vetkopers and had.a.-tradition of hostility to Burgundian and Habsburg 
centralizing policies.‘ 

.Reluctantly,.Rennenberg was forced to comply. First the town council of 
Leeuwarden and then, in February 1578, those of Franeker,. Sneek, 
Bolsward, and Harlingen, were purged of :royalists. Also in February, 
Rennenberg arrested the bishop of Leeuwarden,: imprisoning him at: Har- 
lingen, though. he was later allowed to retire to Cologne.** In March, the 
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Hof was purged of royalists. Finally, most.of the grietmannen were changed 
according to the wishes of .the States.47 But no more than in Holland, 
Utrecht, or Brabant could. the tussle of élites ‘for control in Friesland be 
separated from the struggle of faiths. For practically the only committed 
defenders of: the Catholic:Church ‘were those who, .as magistrates, burgo- 
miasters, ‘or jurists, were strong advocates of royal authority. Remove the 
office-holders whom. Alva had installed and the collapse of the Catholic 
Church in-Friesland followed. automatically. During the summer of 1578 
there was a resurgence of open Protestant activity:in Friesland and during 
the autumn a new beeldenstorm commenced with the stripping of the 
churches of Leeuwarden. 

Nowhere was: the contest : between. the two: revolts, conservative and 
radical, and, from July 1577, the triangular contest also with Don Juan, 
more intense than’in Gelderland. The struggle began, following the defec- 
tion of Hierges with the contest’ to elect a new Stadholder. The States of 
Gelderland, at their meetings of November 1577 and January 1578, con- 
sidered several candidates. The loyalists (headed by the Hof) wanted 
Hierges’s friend Bossu; anti-Holland moderates. pressed for the resolutely 
Catholic and ar i-Orange Philip of Egmond; the radicals demanded Orange. 
Once again, c .e-holders and regents installed by Alva, especially the 
regents of Nil en and Zutphen, were the main proponents of a Catholic 
candidate. But so weak was ‘the position of the Gelderland Catholics the 
only way they could block Orange was to back an alternative who they 
assumed. was ‘a: Lutheran-—Orange’s younger brother, Count Johann von 
Nassau. In’ Nijmegen, the militia and citizenry forced the regents to agree 
to Nassau’s appointment. The States of Gelderland finalized their: choice of 
Nassau in March 1578.**. 

Both conservatives and moderates were soon shocked to find that their 
new Stadholder ‘had ‘recently. discarded his Lutheranism and become a 
Calvinist. While: willing to swear oaths of allegiance to the States General 
and States of Gelderland, he refused to: swear allegiance to the king of 
Spain. Furthermore, despite the protests of the Gelderland regents, Leoni- 
nus and Matthias himself, he took every opportunity to promote the cause 
of the Reformed::in’.Gelderland.© The civic patriciates endeavoured ‘to 
defend the:Catholic Church, but lacked popular support. The Gelderland 
patriciates, having closely collaborated with Alva, were deeply unpopular 
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and, in all the-towns, there was a growing agitation against. them. There 
were, it is true, relatively few committed Calvinists; but there were fewer still 
committed Catholics. In each of the main towns first: the :so-called bons 
patriotes would insist that a church should be handed over for Protestant 
worship. Street disturbances would then compel the regents, - however 
reluctantly, to agree. Next there would be demands for the closing.of the 
Catholic churches and the handing over of the chief church for Protestant 
worship.: Finally, image-breaking violence would erupt, as at Nijmegen:in 
February 1579, the ‘patriots’ storming the churches and destroying the 
images and paintings.’ Practically. nowhere were there Catholic counter- 
demonstrations. In some cases Protestant soldiery played. a leading part, 
encouraged by the Stadholder; in others it was just the townsmen who were 
involved. By January 1579, the town councils had .been purged and 
Protestantized; and Catholic worship effectively. suppressed in Harderwijk, 
Elburg, and. other. small towns, as well as Arnhem and Nijmegen. Last to 
go was Zutphen, where the town council was a pillar of conservatism and 
Cathojicism. The arrival of a garrison of Protestant troops from Holland, 
in Apfil 1579, precipitated a local.insurrection against the.regents, who fied, 
leaving the churches to be sacked behind them: 

During 1578, the Dutch Revolt Holland style gained the upper hand 
throughout the north. The States General at Brussels tried to intervene to 
stem the tide in Friesland, Gelderland, and elsewhere, but without-success. 
Everywhere the Catholic Church was collapsing, including in Utrecht, the 
only seat of an archbishopric in the north and the Dutch.city. with the largest 
number of Catholic clergy. Once the States of Utrecht accepted Orange as 
Stadholder it was a foregone conclusion that the ‘Religious Peace’, with 
formal toleration of Protestant worship, would be imposed on the city. As 
far as Orange was concerned this sufficed. But it failed to satisfy.the 
burghers of Utrecht, who seethed with resentment against the regents and 
clergy. On 10 June 1578 there was a popular rising in. the city :in which 
the mob pillaged and sacked the churches.* Soon after the city council 
was purged. 

The town government of Amsterdam, the last bulwark of conservatism. in 
Holland, was also overwhelmed during 1578.. First, in February, a treaty of 
‘satisfaction’ was drawn up with the States of Holland: whereby formal 
Protestant worship was allowed but the Catholic Church retained a nominal 
supremacy. But this stood no more chance of being respected by the 
populace than the previous treaties of ‘satisfaction’ at Haarlem and Utrecht. 
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Next began the. popular demonstrations against the Catholic clergy and 
churches.. Then," recently: returned’ prominent citizens: were restored to 
positions of command in the' city militia—which now opposed the regents 
and Catholic Church. Finally,.there ensued the ‘alteratie’, the coup which 
removed the old Amsterdam regent class, deporting thirty of them from the 
city and replacing them mainly with: prominent returned exiles who were 
Protestants. The militia was reorganized and purged of committed’ Catho- 
lics. The-remaining Catholic churches in the city were closed. From the 
autumn of 1578 onwards, Amsterdam. was:a Protestant city controlled by a 
new. body of regents, modest.merchants who had been residing in Germany 
during the Alva: years. Their descendants were to continue to govern 
Amsterdam through the ‘seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (see p. 159 
above).**> Most .of the expelled Catholic. regents settled in Haarlem or 
Leiden; a:few migrated to Germany.* 

‘As the danger of an: irreparable rift: between Holland and the Revolt in 
the south increased, Orange, seriously alarmed, endeavoured to prevent the 
further crumbling of the conservative and Catholic position. In the north, 
those who hoped to rescue the Catholic Church were in an increasingly 
weak position and their crushing defeat could only enhance Orange’s hand. 
To begin with, Orange may well have imagined that the spread of militant 
Protestantism in the south would meet with the same sweeping success, and 
that he: had only. to sit back and watch the conservative Revolt of the 
southern nobles and patricians collapse before his eyes. But conditions in 
the south were fundamentally different from in the north, where there were 
very few examples of Catholic crowds taking the streets resolved to fight 
Protestantism. Moreover, in the south unlike the north, the nobility were 
mostly loyal (albeit for political reasons) to the old Church so that the 
Catholic -patricians and clergy were in a generally stronger position. In 
October 1577, Calvinist citizenry took over the city of Ghent. But, for the 
time being, in most of Flanders and especially in Brabant and the Walloon 
areas' adhering to the Brussels States General, a predominantly conservative 
and Catholic regime, dominated by nobles and backed by old patrician 
families, supporting Matthias and the States General, and distrustful of 
Orange and -his: popular supporters,*’ remained in control. Orange, who 
now resided, alongside Matthias and the States General, as ruwaard, or 
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Stadholder, of Brabant, did indeed: ‘exert a growing influence over the 
conduct of the regime, and not least the archduke, but only by promising 
that it was not his intention to undermine the Catholic patriciates in the 
southern towns or the position of the old Church.* 

After the crushing defeat of the States’ army. by Don Juan at Gembloux, 
in January 1578, Brussels became unsafe and Matthias, Orange, and the 
States General removed to Antwerp; which now became the headquarters 
of.the southern or Brabant Revolt. The growing revival of Spanish power 
in the southern part of the south Netherlands, already evident from late 
1577, precipitated a process of political and social polarization throughout 
the south which further widened the growing gap between the two: parts of 
the Netherlands. The great nobles of the south, jealous. of Orange and 
painfully aware of Spain’s reviving power, saw no sense in a Revolt which 
risked not only their lands but their very. necks and would make any kind 
of settlement with Philip impossible. At best they were willing to fight on 
provisionally, as Catholics, to extract political concessions from Philip.” 
But they would not persist if the States were to suffer reverses. In February 
1578, the Spaniards captured Leuven, only fifteen miles from Brussels. 
Spanish and loyalist retribution was literally at their door. Added to this, 
the coup at Ghent had been engineered by artisans, guildsmen traditionally 
at odds with the southern patriciates, raising the spectre of combined social 
and confessional strife in.the southern towns,.a prospect regarded with 
horror by patricians, nobles, and clergy. 

The revival of Spanish power, and its encroachment into .southern 
Brabant, simultaneously strengthened the aversion of the ruling élites in the 
south for a Holland-style Protestant revolution and the militancy of 
southern Calvinists." In February 1578, as the Spaniards advanced from the 
south, the Calvinists of Ghent marched on Oudenaarde, expelled its 
Catholic magistrates, and replaced them with a Calvinist. ‘Committee of 
Eighteen’ on the model of the committee of guildsmen which now ruled 
Ghent. In March, Calvinist burghers took over Kortrijk, Arras, Ieper, and 
Bruges. In all these places, the churches and cloisters were attacked and 
thoroughly stripped of images. Before Jong the Catholic clergy were ex- 
pelled. With the proclamation of Orange’s ‘Religious Peace’, of August 
1578, the Calvinists (and also Lutherans and Anabaptists) began to make 
rapid gains in Antwerp.” 
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In the south Netherlands the Revolt was thus. deeply, even hopelessly, 
divided between its moderate (Catholic) and.radical (Protestant) wings. As 
both Spaniards and Calvinists gained ground, southern nobles and patri- 
cians began to insist on their Catholicism. In the summer of 1578 the States 
of Hainault: and. Walloon Flanders, reacting against Orange’s policy: of 
‘Religious Peace’, declared that they would on.no account tolerate the 
public practice of Protestantism. But if Orange was to succeed, as he 
hoped, in salvaging a combined north-south Netherlands Revolt against 
Spain, with its political centre in Brabant, he had to accommodate both 
Protestantism and Catholicism on a stable basis and achieve a modus vivendi 
between the churches. 

Consequently, he saw no alternative but to persevere with his policy of 
‘Religious Peace’, allowing freedom of practice to both Catholicism and 
Protestantism. Orange’s ‘Religious Peace’ was proclaimed in Brussels in 
September 1578, and in Mechelen in October. He imposed the same policy 
on Breda, keeping the town’s main church in Catholic hands until as late as 
June 1581.% But the success of his religious policy in Brabant, if feasible at 
all, depended on repressing the popular agitation against the Catholic 
Church and defending Catholic.churches, clergy, and processions. This was 
bound to aggravate Orange’s. already tense relationship with the militant 
Calvinists. In May 1579, there was a major outbreak of anti-Catholic rioting 
in Antwerp from which Orange was only able to rescue 180 trapped 
Catholic clergy, and the archduke Matthias himself, with some difficulty.® 

If in Antwerp, Breda, and ’s-Hertogenbosch, Orange’s problem was to 
restrain the Protestants, nearer the Spanish front line the problem was to 
persuade nobles and patricians to accept the principle of ‘Religious Peace’. 
With great reluctance, the solidly Catholic patriciate of Mechelen accepted 
it, in October. 1578. But Mechelen, like Lille, was a town where Catholicism 
enjoyed substantial popular support and, on the news of the anti-Catholic 
rising at Antwerp of May 1579, the Catholics of Mechelen rose and attacked 
the Protestants. To calm the city, the regime in Antwerp had to withdraw 
all Protestant troops. With them fled some 600 Calvinist burghers. The 
Catholic patriciate ruling Mechelen continued to assure Matthias and the 
States that they were loyal to the States regime. But little confidence could 
be placed in such assurances. In the circumstances of 1579, in the south, 
adherence to Catholicism meant, above all, a willingness to negotiate with 
the Spaniards.and seek an early settlement of the war. Within weeks of 
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expelling the Protestants, the Mechelen city council entered negotiations 
with Don Juan, and then: his successor as governor-general, Alexander 
Farnese, duke of Parma.” 

By contrast, in Ghent, Bruges; Brussels, and the other now radical 
Calvinist cities of Flanders and Brabant there was no lack of firm commit- 
ment to the Revolt and to overthrowing everything connected :with. the 
Spanish king and his adherents. But what was the political vision which 
underlay the policies and decisions of this radical Flemish and Brabantine 
Revolt of the late 1570s and early. 1580s? At its heart was the impulse.to 
abandon the provincial framework built up since the early fifteenth century 
by the Burgundians and Habsburgs and revert to what has been termed the 
‘city-state system’ characteristic.of medieval Flanders and Brabant.” The 
whole tendency of the Revolt in Flanders, after the Calvinist coup of 
November 1577 in Ghent, pulled away from the emerging institutional 
framework—based on provinces and, above all, the unique cohesion of 
Holland—which underlay and buttressed the Revolt north of the rivers and 
which was to form the basis of the republic which was already taking shape 
there. Politically, the three great Flemish cities, under their new. Calvinist 
regimes, were seeking to revive their ancient power and autonomy, indeed 
civic sovereignty, each in its own quarter-utterly dominating the small towns 
and rural districts. 


THE TWO NETHERLANDS 


The events of 1576-8 did not so much engineer a deep rift between north 
and south in the Netherlands as reveal, and widen further, a profound’ rift 
which had already long existed. It may be true that the non-maritime 
northern provinces, and Friesland, felt little attraction to being drawn into 
the orbit of Holland. But the iron logic of the situation was that they were 
being inexorably sucked into Holland’s sphere of control whilst every 
attempt by the States General, in Brabant, to extend their influence north 
of the great rivers signally failed.” 

Structurally, the differences in society, economic life, and religion between 
north and south were numerous and far-reaching. But the crucial difference 
in the late 1570s was that the south revolved only very loosely round its 
political centre, Brabant, and was internally in deep disarray, whilst the 
‘north formed a more cohesive entity, a relatively compact block’ split by no 
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major internecine rift. Partly the-.difference was a matter of existing 
institutions: in the south there were two major provinces, and both lacked 
cohesion,” whilst in the north there was only one which could give a lead, 
Holland, and it was more compact not. only, as in the past, in financial and 
maritime matters, but now also, conspicuously, in.the matter of religious 
policy: Partly, it was a matter: of religion with Catholic allegiance consider- 
ably stronger in the south, especially (but. by no means only) in the Walloon 
provinces: Partly also it was a matter of social structure: the south, more a 
society of estates: than the north,.had a more. powerful nobility, clergy, and 
urban patriciate, a complex of ruling élites which was distinct from the large 
and wealthy middle stratum and better able to withstand popular pressure 
than was ‘the case in the north. Orange’s alliance with the urban oligarchies 
of Brabant and Flanders alienated both the nobility, on the one side, and 
the guilds, on‘the other.” 

In the past, the Netherlands south of the great rivers had always carried 
greater weight. politically than the north. But the situation in the rebel 
Netherlands in. 1576-8 increasingly threatened to overturn this traditional 
balance and,.as some Brabanters put it. in 1579, ‘mettre le pays de Brabant, 
et mesmes ‘Anvers, pour ung boullevart de ceulx de Hollande et Zeelande’ 
along with Gelderland:” For one thing the relentless advance of the Spanish 
forces into southern Brabant and Limburg, during 1578, significantly 
reduced the.area in the south still in rebel hands. Furthermore, the regime 
of Matthias, Orange, and the States General, in Antwerp, proved less and 
less able to: cope with the disparate political and religious tendencies of the 
towns and localities nominally under its sway. Holland, by contrast; had not 
only enhanced her cohesion through the fighting on her soil in 1572-4 but 
was.effectively consolidating her dominance over the rest of the north. 

An important step in this process was the ‘Union’ of Holland and Zeeland 
‘signed:in June 1575.” This agreement for the first time created a joint (as 
well as exclusively Protestant) political, military, financial, and religious 
framework, an entity which was, in embryo, the state which was to. be set 
up subsequently in 1579.” This incipient northern state adopted a partially 
common. tax and..administrative structure, a single military command, 
placing Orange unequivocally at the head of affairs, charging His Excellency 
to ‘maintain the practice of the Reformed evangelical religion, suppressing, 
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and putting an end to, the exercise of the Romish religion’ but, at the:same 
time, guaranteeing that no individual would be investigated, prosecuted, or 
punished for his, or her, private beliefs and religious practices.” It was at 
this point that individual freedom of conscience was first guaranteed by the 
embryonic Dutch state. Closely bound up with the establishment. of the 
union of Holland and Zeeland—the foundation of the later Dutch:Repub- 
lic—was the setting up, shortly after the ‘Union’, of a new university .at 
Leiden to serve as the university of Holland and Zeeland.?> The University 
of Leiden was consciously created: by its progenitors, headed by Orange, as 
the intellectual training-ground of a new state and new ‘public’ Church: its 
purpose was to train officials, churchmen, and other. professionals to staff 
the institutions of the new entity. It was also consciously intended: that the 
new university should be an intellectual bulwark against ‘tyranny’ -and 
religious oppression.” Of course, there were points of overlap between the 
union of Holland and Zeeland and the wider Netherlands framework 
presided over by the States General in Brabant. But, on the main issues, 
Holland and Zeeland went their own way, ignoring the States General. The 
States of Zeeland rejected demands for subsidies from Brabant, asserting 
that, in the raising of money and troops for the war, Zeeland would 
proceed, under the terms of its union with Holland, solely in conjunction 
with that province.”’ 

In September 1578, the already chronic political disarray in the south 
became still worse with the mutiny of unpaid military contingents of the 
States General and some Catholic nobles against the States regime. These 
‘Malcontents’, without yet moving over to reconciliation with:the king of 
Spain, brought much of the Walloon area still in. revolt into simultaneous 
rebellion against the States General. Meanwhile, the Spanish forces conti- 
nued their inexorable advance northwards, overrunning Limburg during the 
summer of 1578 and penetrating parts of the Roermond quarter in the-south 
of Gelderland. This acted as a spur to proposals for the formation of a 
‘closer union’ amongst the northern provinces in revolt against Spain, and 
more effective ‘military and political organization, for-with the Spaniards .in 
Upper Gelderland they were now beginning to threaten the north-eastern, 
as well as the southern, Netherlands. 

Faced by a double crisis, in the Walloon country to the south-west, and 
in the east, the States General, in Antwerp, had little choice but to 
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concentrate such political and military energy as. it-could muster on what 
was happening in the south and: ignore the threat to Gelderland and 
Overijssel.” At the same-time, the emergency in the Walloon area, however 
distressing for Brabant and Orange, seemed remote to the northern prov- 
inces. What worried Holland and Utrecht, as well as Overijssel, was 
precisely the developing. threat to Gelderland. In-a way, the strategic 
dilemma of 1578 was merely a distillation, in harsher form, of the age-old 
divergence of strategic concerns dividing the southern from the northern 
Netherlands. Flanders and Brabant had always looked to the south and 
west and did so again now. Holland, by contrast, found that her vital 
interests were threatened not in the south and west but to-the east and north. 
Whether the Gelderlanders liked it or not, the unavoidable fact was that the 
States General in Brabant could provide ‘no help for Roermond, Deventer, 
and Kampen’,” as a Gelderse petition of January 1579 put it, whilst the 
States of Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht, anxious to ensure their own security, 
rushed men and money to the eastern border, and intervened in. the pohtics 
of Overijssel, to suppress the remaining loyalist Catholic town governments 
in Kampen (July 1578) and Deventer (November).” The arrival of substan- 
tial forces from Holland and Zeeland in Gelderland and Overijssel, and the 
need to pay for their upkeep, as well as the strengthening of the fortifica- 
‘tions along the eastern border, posed the problem of the wider strategic and 
political relationship between the northern provinces in a new.and urgent 
form.®' This was the real origin of the famous. Union of Utrecht and the 
formation of a wider north Netherlands state. 

An early version of the new ‘Union’ was drafted by the States of Holland, 
prompted by Johan van Nassau, Stadholder of Gelderland, together.with 
Floris Thin, Advocate of the States of Utrecht, in the late summer of 1578. 
It is clear that the original intention was to incorporate all the northern 
provinces,. including Drenthe and the county of Lingen, but not the 
southern provinces, or the States General, in Antwerp.” The purpose was 
purely and simply to create a northern defensive structure dominated by 
Holland and excluding the Antwerp States General. There was, from the 
outset, both powerful support for, and also tenacious: opposition to, the 
concept. In the States of Holland, the most. radical and most: Protestant 
towns, led by newly purged Amsterdam, and commanding a sizeable 
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majority, forced it through over the hesitations of Leiden, Gouda, and 
Delft. In Zeeland, most:towns were in favour but the largest and most 
influential, Middelburg, demurred,-claiming the ‘General Union’ formed in 
1576 and pacification of Ghent were sufficient.*? The regents of Middelburg, 
Leiden, and Delft rightly saw the concept as a further step along the road 
to estrangement from the king, a means of strengthening the Protestant 
character of the north and building a political framework which could only 
perpetuate the war. Nothing was said in the draft text about the suppression 
of Catholic worship. But, in the context, it was clear that closer links with 
Holland and Zeeland, and joining in their Union, meant ending the policy 
of ‘Religious Peace’ upheld by Orange, and the States General in Brabant 
and, consequently, the final elimination of public Catholic worship in: those 
parts of the provinces of Utrecht, Overijssel, Friesland, and Groningen 
where it was still permitted: For this reason the proposed Union was 
vehemently. rejected in the States of Utrecht by Amersfoort and the small 
towns, as well as the clergy. But Thin; supported by the city of Utrecht and 
the ridderschap, forced it through.™ 

In Gelderland; royalists, Catholics, and anti-Holland particularists strove 
to prevent the Union. The meeting of the States of Gelderland, of Septem- 
ber 1578, was pressured by delegations from Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht. 
There was. no difficulty in winning over the Roermond quarter, and part of 
the ridderschap. But there was determined opposition from some of the 
ridderschap of the Nijmegen quarter, led by Barthold van Gent, lord of 
Loenen, several of the bannerheren, and from Zutphen and Arnhem." 
Opponents of the Union in the States of Gelderland, as in other provinces, 
argued that there was no need for a ‘Closer Union’ as long as the Walloon 
provinces had not definitely broken with the States General, for the Union 
would be bound to weaken further the precarious unity of the ‘General 
Union’. They also expressed particularist sentiment, dismissing the arrange- 
ment as the ‘Hollandsche Union’ and criticizing the clause which: would 
prevent Gelderland from negotiating with the king of Spain other than 
jointly with Holland and the other provinces. Advocates of the Union faced 
the central issue squarely, arguing that Gelderland was the ‘bulwark and 
parapet’ of Holland so that Holland could be relied on to defend Gelderland 
while Brabant could not.* 
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The signing of the final.text by delegates of Holland, Zeeland, Utrecht, 
the Ommelands, and the ridderschap of the Arnhem and Zutphen quarters, 
at Utrecht on 23 January 1579, was no more than a first step in a long and 
arduous battle to establish the. Union.*’ On all sides there was a keen 
awareness of the great importance of:the ‘Closer Union’ and the arguments 
in the provincial assemblies and .town councils raged for many months. The 
pro-Brabant, Catholic position in Gelderland. was. undermined by the 
crumbling of the Catholic town patriciates. Within days of the anti-Catholic 
rioting at: Nijmegen, in February, the Nijmegen quarter signed the Union.™ 
The Arnhem quarter followed suit, in March. Zutphen resisted until the 
town was occupied by Holland troops in April. 

In Friesland too there was opposition to the Union. Initially, the Union 
was vigorously supported by the new Delegated Council set up, in 1577, on 
Orange’s initiative, on the model: of the standing committees of the States 
of Holland and Zeeland formed in. 1572-3. But at that stage, most of the 
full States of Friesland ‘were against. In March .1579, the conservatives 
captured control of the Delegated ‘Council but the pro-Union element 
amongst the nobility, led by Carel Roorda and Witse van Camminga, and 
the three biggest towns—-Leeuwarden, Franeker, and Sneek—refused to 
accept this, acknowledging only the previous Delegated Council. This 
radical rump proceeded to sign the Union on behalf of their quarters and 
towns.®® Bolsward and other towns became embroiled in bitter local tussles. 
By June, all the Frisian towns had been brought round in favour of the 
Union (and closure of the Catholic churches), except Harlingen.” At the 
gathering of the States of Friesland, of August 1579, the Protestants 
recaptured control of the Delegated Council, and finally signed the Union 
on behalf of the whole province. 

With the adhesion of Gelderland, in March 1579, the battle for the Union 
of Utrecht was, in essence, won, even though the full States of Friesland did 
not sign until August, and those of Drenthe not until April 1580, while 
Overijssel remained too divided to respond and the city of Groningen 
openly hostile, not out of Catholic sentiment—by 1580 a majority of the 
raad was Protestant—but resentment at Holland’s support for the Omme- 
lander jonkers in the local dispute over staple privileges.” But, of course, 
there was opposition to the ‘Hollandsche Union’ not only in the north but 
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also the south. The States: General:at Antwerp and. Prince of Orange were 
profoundly worried by it.” For several months, the city: of Ghent, bulwark 
of militant Calvinism in the‘south, was the only entity to.sign. Appreciating 
the needs of the eastern border, and the success of the initiative, Orange ‘did 
not openly oppose the Union but his'lack of enthusiasm was clear. His chief 
concern, throughout, was to avoid.widening ‘the gulf between north and 
south. Provided the southern provinces were not excluded, the Prince had 
no reason to oppose a closer Union as such, but a union generally regarded 
as anti-Catholic—and: certain to suppress Catholic: worship—would be 
bound to drive the Walloon provinces, already teetering on. the edge, into 
the arms of Spain and sow further disunity in Brabant and Flanders, as well 
as Friesland, Groningen, Overijssel, and Gelderland.” To counter. this, the 
Zeeland delegates sent to Antwerp in March 1579, to urge the Prince to 
approve the Union, pointed out that the delay was encouraging Middelburg 
iN Opposing it and sowing dissension in Zeeland.™ 

As late as April 1579 Orange and the.States of Brabant were still working 
on proposals for a different form of ‘Union, one which would assign more 
power to the States General, at Antwerp, and strengthen central authority, 
as well as expressly guarantee the toleration of Catholic worship, in the 
spirit of the Pacification of Ghent. The. rival schemes. for union represented 
profoundly different concepts. of how ta ‘shape the Netherlands future, one 
based on Holland, the other. on the ‘south’. But Holland’s coolness 
towards such a ‘new closer. union’, and the. decision of. the Walloon 
provinces adhering to the Union of Arras in April, to seek reconciliation 
with Spain, destroyed this initiative and-removed most of Orange’s reserva- 
tions. On 3 May 1579, he finally signed the Union of Utrecht and began 
encouraging those Brabant and Flemish towns still in a position to sign to 
do so. Thus, during May and June. 1579 Antwerp,, Breda, ’s-Hertogenbosch, 
and a few other towns formally joined the Union of Utrecht, even though 
the States of Brabant and Flanders as a whole, and the nobility and clergy, 
did not. Orange’s efforts to build a common north-south Revolt, accom- 
modating Catholic as well as Protestant worship on the basis of the 
Pacification of Ghent, and concept of ‘Religious Peace’, had ‘suffered a 
further and crippling blow. But by May 1579 he had no realistic alternative 
to giving in to the burgeoning reality of an uncompromisingly anti-Catholic 
Revolt based on Holland rather than Brabant, with the Dutch Reformed 
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Church, as.organized in: Holland:and Zeeland, the official ‘public Church’ 
of the. Union in practice, even though the text of the Union did not stipulate 
it as such.%” 

Nevertheless, though he now: accepted the inevitability of the Union, and 
primacy of the Calvinists, William: still strove to make Brabant the political 
centre of the Revolt and refused 'to accept the elimination. of Catholicism as 
an Officially tolerated:Church in the: new state..For to do so would mean 
abandoning all-hope of winning back those.parts of Brabant and Flanders, 
as well as the: Walloon: provinces, which had now:reverted to Spanish rule, 
and of eliminating Spanish power from the Netherlands for good. The 
intolerance and theocratic tendencies of the Calvinist clergy also offended 
his own: personal ‘sensibilities, and he was determined not to concede too 
much influence, in the new: state, to-a theology and clergy for which he 
entertained little personal sympathy. Later, during the Dutch Golden Age, 
even the most anti-Orangist, republican writers, such as Pieter de la Court, 
admired the way William the Silent, during the last years of his life, 
continued to oppose the pretensions-of the Reformed clergy to the point of 
earning their enduring hostility.” 

In those parts ofthe north where Catholic worship. was still allowed the 
position, for both. Catholics and those politiques and liberal Protestants— 
such as Dirck Volckertsz. Coornhert—who supported Orange’s policy of 
toleration, rapidly. deteriorated. After the purge of the town council of 
Amersfoort, in March 1579, Catholic.worship survived at a:reduced- level, 
but there.was further anti-Catholic rioting in April, and again in June, and 
it was plainly only-a matter of. time: before popular pressure suppressed 
Catholic worship in-the province of Utrecht.completely.” In Haarlem, the 
last town in Holland where Catholic practice was permitted, it was steadily 
squeezed during 1579, the town’s Catholics finding themselves.in a more and 
more precarious position. Only in Overijssel, the northern province most 
pervaded by war-weariness and a desire to negotiate.,with Parma, did 
Catholic worship for the moment prevail. But even there popular Catholic 
support was generally meagre. For a more, robust Catholic reaction one had 
to look south of the rivers, notably to the Walloon towns, Mechelen and 
’s-Hertogenbosch, a city now bitterly divided and where, in July 1579, there 
were pitched battles in the streets.'” 

The strong resistance to the Closer Union i in Overijssel and the pressure 
there for negotiations to settle the war were by no means indications of a 
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resurgence of Catholic sentiment in the province. The conservative, Catholic 
policy of the three town magistracies, on the contrary, conspicuously lacked 
the support of the populace. In July 1578, the Zwolle magistracy had 
acknowledged the States General’s Stadholder of Overijssel, Rennenberg, 
provided he guaranteed that the Catholic faith would remain the only 
religion permitted in Zwolle. But most of the citizenry and militia opposed 
the raad and soon compelled the latter to accept restoration of the citizens’ 
Sworn Council, which had been suppressed in 1573, following Alva’s 
subduing of the northeast. As the guilds and militias took over, the 
president of the Hof of Overijssel, imposed by Alva, fled fearful of the 
‘fureur populaire’. In the new raad, elected in January 1579, only six of the 
former pro-Catholic magistracy were retained. Two-thirds of the new 
Zwolle city council, elected by the Sworn Council, consisted either of the 
pro-Protestant element, purged'in 1573, or new men. Zwolle’s principal 
church, already seized for Calvinist worship in December 1578, was officially 
assigned to the Reformed Church. 

Deventer, garrisoned by royal troops, held out against Rennenberg until 
November 1578. But though the troops resisted, it was noted that there was 
scant Catholic support amongst the town’s population.'*' Once the town 
fell, the Protestants immediately gained the upper hand despite Rennen- 
berg’s own Catholic stance.'” At Kampen, the regents pursued a Catholic 
policy with some tenacity. When Kampen was liberated from the Spanish 
troops which had occupied the city since 1573, the raad promptly subscribed 
to the ‘General Union’ and Pacification of Ghent, ordering the newly 
arrived Protestant preacher to cease preaching, under pain of being pun- 
ished as a ‘perturbateur’ of the common peace under the Pacification.'? 
When the Reformed in Kampen then appealed to the Archduke Matthias, 
‘at Antwerp, to intercede, the raad brusquely rebuffed the latter’s plea for 
toleration, reiterating the States of Overijssel’s view that the Pacification 
authorized each province to decide its own religious policy.'* But though 
the Catholic party dominated the raad, it lacked support in the town. The 
Catholic leadership in Kampen was arrested in April 1580. 

Yet, despite the weakness of loyalist and Catholic allegiance in Overijssel, 
opposition to the Union of Utrecht was stronger there than in any other 
northern province. In May 1579 the States of Overijssel overwhelmingly 
rejected the Union of Utrecht, Kampen strongly reaffirming its preference 
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for the General Union and Pacification; and supporting the Archduke 
Matthias’s efforts to negotiate a compromise peace with Spain, under the 
auspices of the Emperor, at Cologne.'*5-The Walloon provinces’ defection 
from the Revolt and reconciliation with Spain, in May, lent added urgency 
to Overijssel’s hopes for the Cologne talks. But while Overijssel longed for 
peace, and disliked the Closer Union, and not least the hegemony of 
Holland, the States were also determined to resist the.return of the Spanish 
soldiery:or any garrisons, and also restoration of the bishopric:of Deventer, 
reintroduction: of.the Hof, and resumption of persecution of Protestants.'~ 
Overijssel, in. other words, was caught in a dilemma to which there was no 
solution. In. the end, the States had no alternative but opting for either Spain 
or Holland. 


THE HABSBURG RECONQUEST OF THE SOUTH, 1579-1585 


With the advent: of the Union of Utrecht, the outlook for Catholic nobles 
and office-holders still adhering to the cause of the Revolt, and nominal 
Catholics who had kept their Protestantism private in the hope of an early 
compromise settlement between rebels. and king, seemed increasingly bleak. 
Briefly they pinned their hopes:on the peace talks, held at Cologne under 
the auspices of the Emperor Rudolph II.:But these rapidly broke down, 
revealing, for all to see, the untenability of the middle ground and hopeless- 
ness of attempts at-compromise. For middle-of-the-road men there seemed 
no way out:’*’ they must either defect to the king or go over to the 
Calvinists. Many key figures of the time suffered inner agonies, fighting the 
great struggle of the Dutch Revolt within themselves as well as participating 
in the conflict outwardly. Aggaeus de Albada, the representative of Fries- 
land at the Cologne talks (of which he left a Latin account), had no difficulty 
in accepting the legitimacy of revolt against tyranny, but was as appalled by 
the religious intolerance of the Calvinists as he had been by that. of the 
Habsburg authorities. Ultimately, he refused to choose, preferring to settle 
permanently in Cologne. Elbertus Leoninus, the Erasmian scholar-politician 
cited a century later by Bayle as the very embodiment of the new politique 
spirit, subordinating religion to considerations of state,'* had been a leading 
advocate of the General Union, content to remain a nominal Catholic 
hoping to avoid a definitive break with Spain. On realizing that a General 
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Union, based on Brabant, could not succeed, he followed Orange and 
became a nominal Calvinist. In June 1581, he was appointed Chancellor of 
the Hof of Gelderland, recently purged. of all but firm supporters of the 
Revolt, and became the leading: figure in. Gelderland politics, steering the 
States of Gelderland from the Hof’s quarters at Arnhem. 

Most dramatic of all was the case. of Georges de Lalaing, count .of 
Rennenberg, Stadholder of Friesland, Groningen, Drenthe, Lingen;. and 
Overijssel on behalf of the General Union and the last remaining Catholic 
magnate on the rebel side. For months he wavered between: the General 
Union and the Union of Utrecht.'® Eventually, as the General Union 
crumbled, he made up his mind to break. with the Revolt and go:over.to 
Spain. Organizing his conspiracy in the city of Groningen, Rennenberg 
secretly prepared his Catholic revolt against the Union.''® In March 1580, 
he broke with Orange, and Holland, and declared his loyalty to the king, 
calling on Catholics throughout the region under his stadholderate to rise, 
restore their Church, and acknowledge their legitimate sovereign. Parma 
promptly confirmed the city’s staple rights in the Ommelands.'"' 

The. Rennenberg revolt against the embryonic. Dutch state was the first 
major emergency to face the new Union. For the Catholics.of the north-east 
it was the great opportunity to show their allegiance, overthrow Protestant- 
ism, and restore the faith of their fathers. Rennenberg secured Groningen 
without difficulty and dispatched letters in all directions calling on the 
citizenry to rise against the tyranny of Holland and the Protestants. The 
cause of Catholic reaction was helped by the fact that there were relatively 
few troops present, at the time; loyal to the ‘Closer Union’ in the provinces 
under Rennenberg’s command. 

The Catholics of the north-east had their chance and they rose. But, 
except at Groningen—and even there the insurrection seems to have been 
motivated less by Catholic sentiment than zeal for the city’s staple privileges 
and hostility to the Ommelanders''*—Catholic support was so meagre that 
the rising was overwhelmed almost immediately. In most places the response 
amounted to hardly anything. There was no overt support for Catholic 
insurgency in Kampen, amongst the Ommelanders, or in Drenthe.'? At 
Zwolle, the Catholics did take to the streets, sword in hand, but the town’s 
Protestants, without help from outside, swiftly overwhelmed them.''4 As-the 
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Catholic patricians of Zwolle fled, iconoclastic riots erupted behind them, 
devastating the city’s Catholic churches. At Deventer, the mob, incensed 
against the Catholics, sacked all the city’s churches, destroying the images 
and vestments. Most of the Catholic-clergy fled. Catholic worship was then 
suppressed by popular and militia pressure. The Catholics asked the raad if 
they could at least have one church; but the civic militia opposed this, 
insisting that in the interests of civic peace and unity only the religion of ‘the 
majority’ of the citizens, the Reformed, should be permitted.''S By the end 
of March 1580 the Catholics of Overijssel had lost practically all their 
churches. 

The anti-Catholic backlash in the provinces under Rennenberg’s stad- 
holderate was immediate, and devastating. In Friesland there were sporadic 
attempts to rise, notably at Bolsward; but in general the Catholics were 
easily disarmed.''® Leeuwarden erupted in a new beeldenstorm. At Sneek, the 
citizenry stripped the images from. all the city’s churches and drove out 
the-clergy.'’? Also in many small places throughout Friesland, as well as 
in the Ommelands and Drenthe, churches were attacked and: stripped. 
Finally the Calvinist Delegated States of Friesland closed all remaining 
Catholic churches and cloisters in the province, expelled the Catholic clergy, 
and prohibited the mass." 

The anti-Catholic backlash extended also outside the provinces which had 
been under Rennenberg’s command, with outbreaks of violence in many 
places in Gelderland, northern Brabant, Holland, and especially Utrecht. At 
Amersfoort the populace were so enraged the vroedschap suspended Cath- 
olic worship -provisionally to forestall further disorder.''® Once banned, 
Catholic services were not again allowed in any of the city’s churches. In the 
city of Utrecht, there was an eruption of anti-Catholic violence, all the 
churches and cloisters being stripped and pillaged. 

Orange, who had still not abandoned his efforts to accommodate Catholic 
worship in the provinces of the Closer Union, tried to secure two of the 
city’s churches for the Catholics, but without: success: By June 1580 the 
vroedschap had closed most of the city’s thirty churches, banned Catholic 
worship throughout the city, and forbidden Catholic priests and monks to 
appear in their habits.'* Catholic worship was formally banned by the 
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States of Gelderland, in January 1582, and suppressed-in Culemborg at 
about the same time.'”' 

Apart from.-the guilds. of Groningen, the only support for Rennenberg’s 
revolt in the north-east came from some:of the nobility of Overijssel and 
Gelderland, including the count of Limburg: Stirum.'” In Overijssel and 
Drenthe there was also a peasant revolt. against the incoming troops, sent 
from Holland, which local Catholic nobles were accused of stirring up. But 
except in the easternmost Twenthe quarter of Overijssel, most of the 
Overijssel and Gelderse ridderschap (though not the bannerheren) held firm 
for the Revolt.’ At the emergency gathering of the States of Overijssel 
which Orange attended in person, in March 1580, the States confirmed their 
support for the ‘common cause’, though they still held back. from signing 
the Union of Utrecht. 

By and large, then, the effect of Rennenberg’s ‘betrayal’ was to strengthen 
the Revolt and Dutch Protestantism. ‘Nevertheless, Rennenberg’s defection 
posed a major strategic threat to the Union. Groningen was the largest city 
in the north-east :and. dominated a considerable area, in the rear:of the main 
Dutch defences.. The royalists’ grip was consolidated with the arrival of 
troops, sent by Parma, in June. In July, Rennenberg captured Delfzijl, 
commanding the Ems estuary. Before long, his forces were ranging beyond 
the confines of the Ommelands and, in September, he captured Oldenzaal, 
chief town of the Twenthe quarter of Overijssel. At-this point, the Hof of 
Overijssel, expelled from Zwolle as incorrigibly royalist. and ‘Catholic, 
resumed its functions at Oldenzaal. There were now: two competing admin- 
istrations in the province.'** Meanwhile, Parma continued to gain ground in 
the south. Having taken Maastricht, after a bitter four-month siege in June 
1579, he seized the west Flemish town of Kortrijk in February 1580. Spanish 
troops were now advancing on three fronts: in the north-east, .south-east, 
and south-west..To set against this the States General’s forces in Brabant 
recaptured Mechelen,'in April, the English soldiery involved-subjecting this 
predominantly Catholic. town to what became known as the ‘English Fury’. 

The territory under the General Union and Closer Union combined was 
steadily shrinking. Orange was now more than ever convinced that the only 
way to prevent total defeat was 'to.regain the support of those moderates 
alienated by Calvinist radicalism and—by making the northern provinces 
more accommodating to Catholicism (and Lutheranism)—reassure Catho- 
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lics in the south, as well as gain the confidence of the king of France and 
Lutheran princes of Germany. It was in the hope both of making the Revolt 
more accommodating religiously, and securing help from abroad, especially 
France, that the‘ Prince urged the States General that sovereignty over the 
Netherlands should be offered to the younger brother of the French king, 
the duke of Anjou.'*5 Needless to say, the. offer was to be tightly hedged 
around with constitutional safeguards.'° Orange’s policy was adopted by 
the States of Brabant and Flanders, and a treaty signed between Anjou and 
the States General’s representatives, in September 1580. Official pro-Anjou 
propaganda stressed the links between the French royal house and the 
former Burgundian rulers under whom the Netherlands had.allegedly been 
vastly better off than under Spain.'?’ 

Anjou reached Antwerp in January 1581, took his oath to abide by the 
privileges, before the States, and was proclaimed ‘prince and lord of the 
Netherlands’. Matthias whose ‘position was. now both irrelevant and unten- 
able left the country in March. Logically speaking, before the provinces 
could adopt a new:sovereign they had to discard the old one. However, it 
was not until July 1581 that.the States General finally agreed on the text of 
an Act of Abjuration (Plakkaat van Verlatinge), repudiating Philip IT and 
his heirs in perpetuity. The act-renounced the king of Spain, decreed the 
removal of his portrait from coins minted in the provinces of the General 
Union, and from official seals, and. the erasure of the Habsburg coat of arms 
from public buildings and documents. There was to be no further reference 
to the king of Spain, or any of his titles, in courts of law, town halls,-or any 
official body. Furthermore, the Act of Abjuration required new oaths of 
allegiance to be taken from all office-holders.and magistrates, as well as the 
civic militias, whereby holders of office had to swear that they no longer held 
themselves to be bound by their former oaths of loyalty to the Spanish king 
and ‘swear further tobe true and obedient to the States against the king of 
Spain and his followers’.'” 

While the articles of the Union of Utrecht marked the real beginning. af 
the Dutch Republic as a federal state. encompassing the ‘whole :of. the 
northern Netherlands, the Act of Abjuration, though framed in Antwerp, 
by the States General, did-more to alter the.appearance of things in the.rebel 
Netherlands. In Holland and Zeeland recognition of the sovereignty. of 
Philip since 1572 had had less and less real meaning. The official oaths 
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drawn up for the Pensionary and.Delegated Council of Zeeland in 1578, for 
example, obliged them to swear to uphold the ‘Particular Union’ of Holland 
and Zeeland but make no mention of the king of Spain.’ The text of the 
articles of the Union of Utrecht, of 1579, does mention ‘His Majesty’ but 
only once and en passant. But in other provinces, especially those such as 
Overijssel, Gelderland, Drenthe, and Groningen partly in the hands.of royal 
troops, there was a great deal of difference between administering justice, in 
the name of Philip, or: under oath to resist Philip. Officials had been 
appointed to their offices, and sworn their oaths of allegiance, in the name 
of the king of Spain; to renounce that oath was a momentous step, 
confirming unequivocal allegiance to the Revolt. Not surprisingly, many 
reacted with alarm, both ideological and practical.'*° Until 1581 everyone 
had paid lip-service to Philip I]. Suddenly, his portrait disappeared from all 
coins minted in the rebel Netherlands,'*' and his name from buildings and 
documents. The Revolt against the king of Spain. was now enshrined in 
every transaction no matter how large or small. 

The Act of Abjuration also caused the propaganda war. raging on all sides 
to boil over.'»? Particularly effective in portraying Spanish rule in the Low 
Countries as ‘tyranny’ and ‘barbarous crueltie’ and blackening the names of 
Philip and Alva; was the Apology (1581) of William of Orange published in 
reply to the king’s ban, of June 1580, outlawing him and promising a reward 
for whoever assassinated him. Parma had opposed the edict, issued at the 
king’s insistence (inspired by. Granvelle), seeing it was likely to be counter- 
productive in propaganda terms, and it was. William’s Apology, penned by 
a panel which ‘included the famous Huguenot political writer, Philippe du 
Plessis-Mornay, stooped: to the usual propaganda devices, attributing un- 
speakable depravity to the king of Spain and his advisers and openly inciting 
hispanophobia.: Nevertheless, it is a remarkable text full of high-sounding 
‘phrases, extolling toleration, ‘freedom’, and the. privileges of the land. Also 
Orange insisted that it was no fault of his that Catholicism had been 
suppressed in Holland and Zeeland, that. at first he and the States had 
agreed that ‘both the one and the other religion should be tollerated’, but 
-that: the States had been compelled. by the ‘insolencies, attemptes and 
treasons’ of their enemies within to ban the Roman faith.’ Another key 
publication of 1581 was the account.of the Cologne peace talks of 1579 by 
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the Spiritualist jurist Aggaeus de Albada. This likewise justified resistance 
to despotic kings in. the most uncompromising terms, citing the famous 
Huguenot. tract Vindiciae contra Tyrannos (1579) and maintaining that 
kings, like magistrates, were subject to laws and ultimately to the people. 

In the Low Countries resistance theories were now-in vogue. But there 
were. still many who abhorred such doctrines: and rejected the Act of 
Abjuration. Numerous office-holders resigned their positions especially in 
Gelderland, Overijssel; and Friesland. The States of Overijssel accepted the 
Act only with great reluctance.'* If Calvinist preachers were delighted, some 
Lutheran, as well as Catholic, clergy voiced disapproval.'> But the Act of 
Abjuration not only antagonized yet another batch of moderates, .it- also 
further widened the split between the General Union and the Closer Union, 
between Brabant and Holland, between north and south. Part of Orange’s 
purpose in bringing Anjou into the picture had been to tilt the balance back 
towards more moderate religious policies, towards the States General, and 
therefore towards Brabant. Anjou’s power, such as it was, was based on 
Brabant.’ In much of Flanders as well as north of the rivers Anjou’s 
authority. never amounted to much, indeed was little more than an. empty 
formality, and in Overijssel, Gelderland, and Utrecht was never acknow- 
ledged even in theory. Holland and Zeeland did make perfunctory acknow- 
ledgment of Anjou; but the oaths of allegiance which they administered were 
solely to the Union, the provincial States, and Orange as Stadholder. 

‘By 1580 north and south were drifting further.and further apart. Since 
Rennenberg's defection the: division of the war into separate northern and 
southern theatres had become even more marked than before. Anjou and 
the States of Brabant and Flanders had more than enough to do trying to 
stem Parma’s advance in the:south and south-west. Even if they had wished 
to, it was impossible for them to pay much.attention to, or spare resources 
for, the struggle to the east.and north. The garrisons and troops maintained 
north of the rivers, and the raising of the necessary resources, were 
controlled solely by the northern group of provinces headed by Holland. On 
one level the duality of executive power which manifested itself so plainly 
during the early 1580s was incidental, arising from the separation of military 
fronts.'3? But the fragmentation of power in the south—with the Flemish 
towns. going their own: way—and the primacy of Holland in the north, 
deeper down, reflected a profound, inherent, and growing rift in patterns of 
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power and patronage reaching back not just decades, but centuries.'3* The 
plain fact was that Flanders and Brabant could not work together and 
neither was able to exert any significant leverage above the rivers whereas 
Holland had long regarded the inland provinces of the north as her 
indispensable hinterland and sphere.of influence. Gelderland, Overijssel, and 
the Ommelands had become Holland’s defensive shield. In theory a single 
Council of State .was set up, under Anjou, in 1581, to direct the. war. In 
practice, this council was divided: into two distinct bodies, a southern 
council, located in Brabant, and the.so-called Council of the Lands east of 
the Maas, responsible for conducting the war in Gelderland, Overijssel, 
Drenthe, and Groningen, which was from the outset entirely dominated by 
Holland. 

Paradoxically, the coming of Anjou, on which Orange had so strenuously 
insisted, instead of imparting greater. cohesion served further to accentuate 
the growing separation of power. Anjou concentrated his. efforts, and his 
French troops, in the south but nevertheless signally failed to slow the pace 
of the royalist resurgence."*? On the contrary, buoyed bythe silver of the 
Spanish Indies, and free now from his war against the Ottoman Turks, 
Philip’s power in the Netherlands: recovered rapidly. Parma had 45,435 
troops under his command in September 1580..By October 1582, this figure 
had risen to 61,000." But the improvement was qualitative as well as 
quantitative. In 1580, the royal army consisted almost entirely of: locally 
recruited Walloon troops and German mercenaries. By 1582 a large portion 
of the army consisted of high-grade Spanish, Italian, and German troops. 
The growing separation of north and ‘south was further emphasized by 
Parma’s success, in June 1581, in capturing Orange’s.own town. of Breda, 
extending Spanish power along the southern side of the rivers, thereby 
driving.a wedge between the rebel zones above.and below-the rivers. 

Prospects for the rebels, on both sides of Parma’s wedge, looked increas- 
ingly sombre. During 1582, Spanish forces advanced in Gelderland and, in 
November, Parma took Steenwijk, the fortress.town commanding the land 
routes between Overijssel and. Friesland. The great Italian general seemed 
poised to.slice what he called this “damnable Union d’Utrecht’ into:helpless 
strips. As the Spaniards advanced, morale on the rebel: side sank, the 
temptation of office-holders and‘commanders to enter into ‘secret compacts 
with Parma increased, and the frustration of Anjou intensified. ‘Weary of the 
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restraints on his authority, the duke conspired, and,.in January 1583, 
attempted, to take effective. power in rebel. Brabant:and Flanders. through a 
military coup. He seized Dunkirk; Aalst, ‘and several. other places in 
Flanders;. but, in Antwerp, the: citizenry rushed. to:arms and set upon 
Anjou’s ‘men, leaving hundreds of French dead in the ‘streets.. After this 
fiasco, Anjou’s position became untenable and. Orange’s own popularity 
sank to. its lowest point since 1572, especially at Antwerp.:The rebel 
Netherlands were in greater disarray than ever. Orange, still believing that 
the one hope of saving the Revolt, and the Union, lay.in.securing French 
help, tried to patch matters up.'*’ But both Anjou and the Brabanters had 
had enough and, in June,.the duke left.the country: 

By. the spring of 1583 Orange was close. to despair. Both his pro-French 
strategy and his ‘Religious Peace’ were in ruins. The fall of Breda, reputedly 
the work of local Catholics opening the town’s gates to the.Spaniards, had 
so enraged the Protestant population of Antwerp as to cause another wave 
of iconoclastic fury to erupt and the drastic curtailment, despite Orange’s 
efforts to prevent it, of Catholic freedom of worship in both Antwerp and 
Brussels. As the Spaniards gained ground, the mood amongst the Protestant 
citizenry of the threatened towns of Flanders and Brabant became increas- 
ingly intolerant and antagonistic to Orange’s ‘Religious Peace’.'” But, at: the 
same time; morale sagged. During: the summer of 1583, in the wake of 
Anjou’s departure, the Spaniards. captured the. predominantly Protestant 
Flemish towns of Dunkirk and:Nieuwpoort almost without firing a shot. 
The ‘Revolt in the south seemed doomed. Finally, in July, in a-mood of 
deepening pessimism, the Prince abandoned his efforts to-place the Revolt 
in the south on a viable basis and left Brabant for good. He transferred his 
headquarters. to Holland, establishing himself in a former convent in Delft 
which now became known as the ‘Prinsenhof’ and where he was to.remain 
for the last eighteen months of his life. Orange was now again the head of 
the rebel state based on Holland. But both his prestige, and the powers 
which the States of Holland and Zeeland accorded him, were appreciably 
less than in the years. 1572-6.'8 During the years of Orange’s absence, the 
States.of Holland had greatly-consolidated their position as an embryonic 
government. oe 

With Orange’s removal to Delft and new agreement with Holland, his 
vision of a Netherlands united, north and south, in revolt against Spain 
under joint Protestant-Catholic leadership subscribing to a ‘Religious 
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Peace’ was:definitively: shattered.'“ He was compelled to accept that there 
was not going to be a Netherlands state based on Brabant and that, if the 
Revolt was to survive to all, the only possible base was -Holland and 
suppression of Catholic worship. In August 1583, the States General 
transferred their gathering: from Antwerp to Middelburg, and. later Delft, 
before settling finally in The Hague.'*® The Council of State in Brabant 
dissolved itself in October 1583. There: was now only one. power centre— 
Holland. 

But if Orange iabandoned much of what he had previously sought to 
achieve, his argument that the rebel state of the United Provinces was too 
weak, on its own, to resist the might of Spain and that the only plausible 
source of: help was France, had lost none: of its cogency. Holland’s 
dominance within the United Provinces was now. unchallengeable. But how 
was Holland to stave off creeping defeat?. The overwhelming superiority, 
and relentless advance, of the Spanish army of Flanders, fashioned. by 
Parma into a highly disciplined instrument of war, gathered momentum 
month by month. The Spaniards captured. Ieper in April: 1584, Bruges in 
May, and Ghent, the bastion of radical Calvinism, in September. A swelling 
stream of defeated, frightened Protestants began to flow from Flanders and 
Brabant into Holland and Zeeland. 

During the. last months of his life Orange -was more convinced than ever 
that. the ‘patriots’ of the Netherlands had no other practicable recourse but 
to throw. themselves at the feet of the king of France. Whatever his own, 
and others’, reservations about the French Crown, and the French, he did 
not doubt that. it was better for the Netherlands to be under France-rather 
than Spain.'** He changed his mind about the proposal, originally put 
forward by the States of Holland and Zeeland, at the prompting of the 
Advocate of the States of Holland, Paulus Buys, in 1581, that ‘the title of 
‘count of Holland and Zeeland’, with sovereign rights over the two prov- 
inces, should be conferred on his own person.'*’ Earlier the proposal had 
been essentially a manceuvre to prevent Anjou. being accorded -sovereignty 
over the two provinces and Orange had rejected it precisely because he had 
no wish to weaken Anjou’s position.'“* But now, with Anjou gone, and most 
Holland and Zeeland towns agreed, Orange responded more favourably to 
the idea. 
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But just at this point enthusiasm for the proposal, in at least some town 
councils, waned. Especially three cities—Amsterdam, Gouda, and Middel- 
burg—turned against. conferring the title of ‘count’ on Orange. The Prince 
still enjoyed considerable popularity in the north. No other figure in the 
rebel state had remotely the same status. Nevertheless, his prestige had 
diminished and militant Calvinists were more wary of him than ever. Also 
many moderates, particularly those lukewarm towards the Revolt and 
Calvinist Reformation—a category well represented in the Gouda vroed- 
schap—disliked the idea because such a step would make eventual reconcil- 
iation with Philip even more remote than it was already.'*? But while most 
doubts flowed from considerations such as these, in the minds of at least a 
few Holland, regents there was also a strain of nascent republicanism, or a 
commitment to the idea of the States of Holland, rather than any sovereign 
head, providing the political leadership of the provinces united in the Union 
of Utrecht. 

This tendency is strongly evident in the discourse delivered by Cornelis 
Hooft, the regent father of the playwright and historian Pieter Cornelisz. 
Hooft, before the Amsterdam vroedschap in June 1584.'° Hooft argued, 
firstly, that the Union of Utrecht had forged an indissoluble union of the 
provinces ‘as if they were but one province’, and that this precluded two 
provinces choosing their own separate sovereign head. Secondly, he main- 
tained that the authority of the regents derived from support of the 
substantial citizenry, militias, and seamen and that in such a fundamental 
matter it was essential that the regents should not proceed without the 
backing of these groups, urging his fellow regents to consult ‘not only 
the captains and lieutenants of the militia and civic quarters, but ail the 
burghers and also the seafaring folk ... who are our greatest strength’.'>' 
Hooft insisted that the ordinary populace of Amsterdam were willing to 
continue the fight against Spain but were against conferring sovereignty on 
the Prince of Orange and that the regents should respect this. 

The question how far the Holland regents should consult the citizenry, 
and specifically the militias and guilds, before reaching major decisions had 
been controversial ever since the regent consultations with the militias 
about allowing Protestant worship, in 1566. Since 1572, the militias and 
guilds of Holland had on occasions, such as ratification of the Pacification 
of Ghent and of the Union of Utrecht, played an influential part in 
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decision-making.'s? Orange himself had sometimes urged the town councils 
to consult the militias and citizenry, knowing they were more resolutely 
opposed to Philip, and more anti-Spanish, than the regents. But, precisely for 
this reason, many regents had become restive at the way their more radical 
colleagues mobilized popular pressure against them by appealing to citizen 
bodies. In March 1581, when the debates about Anjou and Abjuration were 
at their height; worries of this sort had induced the States of Holland to 
resolve that, henceforth, no town councils of the province should consult 
‘militias, guilds, or other’ bodies about matters of state, as had been done 
in recent years ‘by some towns’.'? But it was a resolution that by no means 
everyone, even among the regents, regarded as appropriate or legitimate. 

A month after Hooft delivered his discourse, the whole business of 
Orange’s elevation was rendered obsolete by the pistol shots of'a Catholic 
fanatic on a staircase of the Prince’s quarters, in Delft. The Prince died of 
his wounds, his last recorded words, according to the States of: Holland, 
being ‘Mon Dieu, mon Dieu, ayez pitié de moy et de ce pauvre peuple.’”™™ 

Virtually the first action of the States of Holland, on hearing the sombre 
news, was to dispatch a letter to Brabant, where the Spanish: troops were 
now encircling Antwerp, urging the States there not to give up the struggle 
but fight on ‘for the defence and liberation of the country against Spanish 
tyranny’.' For the first time Holland now had to contemplate not only 
leading the Revolt, without Orange at their head, but also shouldering the 
bulk of the cost. So much of Flanders and Brabant had been overrun by 
Parma, by July 1584, that the now skeletal States of those provinces could 
no longer contribute much. Henceforth, the burden was to be Holland’s. 
After some wrangling as to how to allocate.the burden within the province, 
Holland voted an emergency subsidy for the defence of Antwerp, still 
-assigning a relatively low share to Leiden and Haarlem, on account of their 
poor economic shape, following. the great sieges, and heavy shares to Delft, 
and also the West Frisian ports where: bulk-carrying and the fisheries were 
flourishing (see Table §). 

But Holland’s contributing more to the: war in the south, and the 
increasing desperation of the rebel remnants of Flanders and Brabant, did 
nothing to bring Holland and the Reformed provinces in ‘the south 
together.'S* As was explained to the English secretary of state, Walsingham, 
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the Flemish and Brabanters ‘have little affection for the Hollanders, seeing 
themselves despised by them’.'’’ 

Holland now had to find resources in ever mounting quantities and also 
to streamline her own executive machinery and the political leadership. of 
the rebel state generally. In the ensuing deliberations, much stress was 
placed on the Particular Union of Holland and Zeeland, of the year 1576, 
as the constitutional embryo of the larger confederacy which had since come 
into being, and as being still the: only solid: precedent for the close 
collaboration of another province with Holland in financial, judicial, and 
ecclesiastical administration, as well as in military and naval matters.'®* 
Priority was also given to negotiating with Utrecht as part of what we might 
term the inner confederal bloc of three to which the outlying provinces 
would then have no choice but to subordinate themselves.’ The most 
important: decision concerning the government of the confederacy as a 
whole was the setting up of the Raad van State (Council of State) to function 
as a general executive, under agreed rules, to replace Orange and the 
informal executive body which had advised him.'"® The Raad was entrusted 
with conducting the war and administering the army and navy. Places on 
the Raad were assigned to Flanders and Brabant as well as to Holland, 
Zeeland, Utrecht, and Friesland but initially not to Overijssel, Gelderland, 
and Groningen. 


TABLE 5, The quota for the States of Holland's 
emergency subsidy for Antwerp in 1584 


City % City % 
Amsterdam 16.5 Rotterdam 6 
‘Delft 13.5 Enkhuizen 6 
Dordrecht 10 Hoorn 6 
Haarlem 7 Alkmaar 5 
Leiden: 6 Gouda 4.5 
The Hague 6 (seven small towns) 13. 
TOTAL 59 TOTAL 41 


Source: SH Resolutions for 1584, p. 544. 


Between 1576 and 1583 there had been’ two theatres of war, and two 
separate centres of command, in the rebel Netherlands. From 1583, and still 
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more so after Orange’s death, Holland alone provided the leadership and 
resources which kept the rebel Netherlands in being. Even so; the States of 
Brabant, at this point, took one last major initiative in the making of the 
rebel state. Support for Orange’s policy of tying the fate of the-Netherlands 
to France, as the only possible counterweight to Spain, had inthe past 
derived more from Brabant than from north. of the rivers. With most of 
Brabant and Flanders now under the enemy, the remnants of the two 
provinces saw no other recourse than to revert to Orange’s pro-French 
strategy. On 3 September 1584, the States of Brabant, through their agent 
at The Hague, the merchant Daniel van der Meulen, proposed that the only 
way to save the rebel state, and. its ‘freedom’, was to accede to the popular 
clamour (which Brabant claimed. to detect) for ‘one--head’, reminding 
Holland that the greatness of the Netherlands had begun with the com- 
mencement of the Burgundian: regime in the time of Philip the Good.'™ 
Furthermore, the States of Brabant reminded the Hollanders, the king of 
France, Henri III, unlike the Spanish king, tolerated Protestant as well as 
Catholic worship. 

The Brabanters’ proposal led.to intensive debate‘in-Holland and Zeeland. 
Holland fell into momentary disarray, the Amsterdam vroedschap in par- 
ticular being deeply divided. The desperation in Brabant and Flanders. was 
beginning to seep through into Holland, and especially Zeeland, and: by 
October most of the States had come round to the view that sovereignty 
over the Netherlands‘ should be offered to Henri HI. Only Amsterdam, 
Gouda, and Medemblik still dragged their. feet, Gouda more out of 
defeatism and a desire to end the war than antipathy to the idea of coming 
under the French Crown as such.'” But the incipient republicanism which 
had reared its head in the last months of Orange’s life also played a role in 
the discussions about offering sovereignty to Henri III. Again Hooft 
submitted a discourse, which, though not containing any republican princi- 
ples as such, argued that the towns of Holland and their allies in the other 
provinces should trust in their own leadership and resources and not throw 
themselves on the mercy of the king of France.’ Hooft’s main objection 
was that the French king was not trustworthy, an allusion, among other 
things, to his alleged complicity in the St Bartholomew’s Day Massacre in 
Paris. But the continuing deterioration in the general situation led to 
Amsterdam’s doubts being swept aside. 
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A Dutch embassy, sent to Paris, offered the French king sovereignty over 
the Netherlands in February 1585. Henri III, his own: land torn by civil war 
and domestic authority in tatters, fearful of not only Spain but the militant 
French Catholic League, judged it prudent.to decline the offer. During the 
winter of 1584-5, Antwerp’s 80,000 inhabitants, closely: besieged,: since 
Parma had completed his famous floating bridge of barges ‘and gun- 
platforms, linking Spanish-held forts either side of the river, began to starve. 
A deepening gloom settled over the rebel ‘state despite the unremitting 
efforts.of the Reformed preachers'to raise morale. Brussels. surrendered to 
the Spanish army in March. The:major amphibious attempt-mounted by the 
States of Holland and Zeeland to break the siege of-Antwerp, in April 1585, 
was repulsed. Antwerp, the commercial metropolis’ of the world, finally 
capitulated :to: Parma in August. There was no retribution. Parma-and his 
troops behaved impeccably. But the city was strongly garrisoned with crack 
Castilian troops;' and Protestants who refused to reconvert to Catholicism 
were ordered to sell their homes and immoveable possessions and depart. 
Around half of Antwerp’s population, some 38,000 people, emigrated to the 
north over the next four years.'® 

With all other options exhausted, the States General, at The Hague, 
turned in May 1585 to England. But Queen Elizabeth, on being offered 
sovereignty over the Netherlands, responded as had the king of France. She 
was a cautious monarch who. on principle disapproved of rebellion and who 
had no wish to become embroiled in endless strife with Spain. To accept 
sovereignty ‘over the Netherlands would mean -turning the king of Spain, 
ruler of the most powerful: monarchy in Christendom, into an irreconcilable 
enemy. Nevertheless, Elizabeth and her ministers feared lest. Parma’s 
triumphs lead to the collapse of the rebel.state-and restoration of Spanish 
power throughout the Low Countries. For this would place Philip in a:much 
stronger strategic position with respect. to England,: as-well.as, France, and 
enable. him to exert greater pressure on Elizabeth to halt the expeditions to 
the New World which were causing such exasperation in Spain. The.triumph 
of Parma.in the Netherlands. would also lift the morale .of Catholics 
throughout Britain and Ireland and.weaken, the .Protestant position in 
Europe generally. 

Elizabeth, consequently, agreed to assist the States General, and rebel 
provinces, provided she be given a say in strategy and. decision-making 
befitting her investment in Dutch defence.'* If she was to take the United 
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Provinces under her protection, and provide military assistance, she wanted 
to nominate the Republic’s military and political head and be allocated seats 
in the Raad van State. The States General had no option but to agree and 
signed the terms which turned the United Provinces into a. protectorate. of 
England. On the Dutch side, Paulus Buys was a major influence in the 
making of the treaty.'”’ 

The treaty of Nonsuch (20'August 1585) was the United Provinces’ first 
treaty with another European state. The queen of England undertook to 
send.an expeditionary force of 6,350 foot and 1,000 horse, and to share the 
cost, together with the States."* To command this force, as well as the 
States’ army, and to be political leader of the rebel state under the title 
‘governor-general’, Elizabeth nominated the earl of Leicester. He was to 
supervise the collective affairs of the rebel provinces as head of the Raad van 
State, in which college the queen was also given the right to nominate two 
additional English representatives. Not the least advantageous aspect of the 
treaty, from the queen’s point of view, was that it was one from which she 
could extricate herself quickly should she need to. 


THE NORTH NETHERLANDS UNDER LEICESTER, 1585-1587 


The English interlude (1585-7), though ‘brief, was, in many ways, a 
formative episode in the history of the Dutch Republic. The basis of the 
Revolt of 1572, and its subsequent. evolution in the northern Netherlands, 
had been the hegemony of Holland—even during the years, after 1576, when 
Orange had tried to focus the political leadership for the whole of the 
Netherlands, in: Brabant. Holland’s predominance had, as we have seen, 
been long in the making, reaching back not just decades but centuries. But, 
in much of the northern Netherlands, it had also been long resented, and 
resisted. The importance: of the Leicester episode lay in its providing the 
forces of particularism, and opposition to Holland’s hegemony, with an 
‘opportunity to remodel the infant republic along radically different lines.'® 
‘On their own, the lesser provinces, even if Groningen, Overijssel, and 
Gelderland had ‘not been partly under Spanish occupation at this time, 
lacked the power and resources to subordinate the Holland regents to some 
‘form of collective leadership. But the forces of anti-Holland particularism 
in the north plus the English influence created a new situation. Under 
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English sponsorship, efforts to subordinate Holland to a different type of 
federal framework acquired greater plausibility.'”° 

The Leicester episode was a time of profound crisis in the Dutch body 
politic. The leading figures of the States of Holland, among them Johan van 
Oldenbarnevelt, who already before Orange’s death had for some time been 
at the helm of Holland’s financial management, were from the: outset 
determined to limit both Leicester’s authority and the influence of his 
political allies in the north Netherlands. It was a- question of control: and 
power, but also of principles and purpose. The Holland regents had come 
to see their ascendancy in the affairs of the United Provinces as embodying 
the goals of the Revolt. Hooft had opposed offering sovereignty to the king 
of France on the grounds that this was incompatible with the basic purpose 
of the Revolt which, according to him, was to ‘defend the privileges and our 
freedom’. For the Holland regents, the upholding of the privileges of the 
provinces, as they understood them, and of ‘freedom’, religious and polit- 
ical, stood or fell with the supremacy of the States of Holland.: 

But the issue was not simply one of how much, or how little, power the 
English .Crown and Dutch opponents of the Holland regents, through 
Leicester and the English army in the Netherlands, would possess. Religion 
was also involved. The hardline Calvinists within the Dutch. Reformed 
Church, strengthened by the stream of zealous Calvinists migrating from 
Flanders. and Brabant, disliked the comparatively tolerant ‘policy of the 
Holland ‘regents.'”" Neither Orange, nor the Holland.regents, had been 
willing to allow the Reformed Church to set its stamp on the ‘Revolt to the 
extent the Calvinist clergy deemed appropriate. Ever since the Synod of 
Emden, in 1571, a tussle had been developing within the Church, as.to how 
rigorously Calvinist uniformity should be imposed.'” Since 1573, the regents 
had suppressed Catholic services in public churches, but‘ been generally 
tolerant of private gatherings, or conventicles, for Catholio, Anabaptist, 
Lutheran, and other forms.of worship. The:strict Reformed had three basic 
objectives: to strengthen Calvinist orthodoxy within the public Church, curb 
toleration of other forms of religious practice, and increase the influence of 
the public-Church in state and society. But they knew. that while the Holland 
regents remained in.the saddle their. goals were unachievable. Their support 
for Leicester, a known. patron of the Calvinists in England, was thus 
assured. 


'? Rogier, Paulus Buys en Leicester, 10-11; Oostethoff, Leicester and the. Netherlands, 71-2. 
'" Nijenhuis, Adrianus Saravia, 93-100. 
'2 Woltjer, ‘Politieke betekenis van de Emdense synode’, 44-7. 


222 The Making of the Republic, 1477-1588 


Finally, festering in the background, there was the frustration of segments 
of the nobility." The Holland regents were town representatives, the 
wealthiest stratum of the native-born population of the Holland towns. 
Since 1572, the Holland regents had led the Revolt. But in many areas of 
the north it was still the nobility who were the dominant class. The new 
governor-general, the earl of Leicester, was not only English, a patron of 
Calvinists, and friendly towards patricians who had fled Flanders and 
Brabant and resented their exclusion from influence in the north Nether- 
lands, but also a great aristocrat who despised the upstart merchants and 
brewers—shopkeepers as he thought of them—who presumed to control the 
state. Once ensconced in the Netherlands, Leicester and his entourage 
naturally developed links with both the émigré nobles who had fled from 
the south and those elements among the nobility of the north who were 
disgruntled with the rule of the regents, Floris, count of Culemborg, being 
one of his close allies. 

Robert Dudley; earl of Leicester (c.1530-88), was a colourful, somewhat 
baffling personality. His father, duke of Northumberland and a leading 
champion of the Reformation in the England of Edward VI, had. been 
executed for master-minding the plot to put Lady Jane Grey on the throne, 
on Edward’s death. His own rise followed Elizabeth’s accession. She was 
‘Strongly attached to him and held him in high favour. He became the patron 
of the Puritan party in English life and politics, and at the same time a noted 
patron of literature and scholarship. Despite his flamboyance, cosmopolitan 
interests, and disorderly personal life, his siding with the strict Calvinists in 
Dutch politics was a natural outgrowth of his family’s traditions and his 
personal links..In matters of religion and foreign. policy he was entirely 
consistent. He had long advocated a more vigorously anti-Spanish pol- 
icy than the queen herself was. inclined to pursue. Yet, at the same time, 
he was impulsive, as well as tactless, and overly fond of his grandeur as 
a great noble. There was much. in his personality which sat: uneasily 
both with ‘this ‘Calvinist convictions and high administrative respons- 
ibilities.'” 

Very different were the background and personality of Johan van Olden- 
barnevelt (1547-1619), the man who rapidly emerged as his foremost Dutch 
‘adversary. Oldenbarnevelt was born at Amersfoort, in the province of 
Utrecht, to a regent family purged from the raad in 1543, (ironically) by 
René, Prince of Orange, for their anti-Habsburg sympathies. His mother’s 
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family, the Weedes, had formerly evinced anti-Burgundian tendencies. With 
his homeland in uproar, the young Oldenbarnevelt:spent four years (1566 
70) studying at various universities:abroad:-On the outbreak of the Revolt, 
he was.:prompt to support the Prince of Orange and soon attracted his 
attention. One.of his specialities being the law of dikes and drainage, he was 
one of the States of Holland’s commissioners sent to supervise the breaking 
of the dikes during the siege of Leiden. In .1576, he -was appointed 
pensionary of Rotterdam and soon became a: prominent figure of the States 
of Holland. He ‘rose through sheer .competence: and hard-work; totally 
lacking the charm and tact of his political master: He was greatly attached 
to the Prince, and evidently admired him; his own strong commitment.to 
the cause of toleration and his later pro-French policy owing not:a little to 
William the ‘Silent’s example: It is one ofthe piquant ironies of the 
Republic’s history that Oldenbarnevelt was a principal mover in: the States 
of Holland, during the last: year of the Prince’s life, of the.proposal to elevate 
him to the sovereign status of ‘Count of Holland’.'?> He was,also one:of the 
delegation sent to England which, in August 1585, negotiated: the treaty of 
Nonsuch. Shortly after Leicester's arrival, in March 1586, this experienced 
but not yet 40-year-old regent, despite being pensionary of .a relatively 
minor town, ‘and a native of Utrecht, ‘not Holland, was appointed by the 
States of Holland to succeed Paulus Buys as their ‘Advocate’, a post which 
went back’ to:Burgundian times but had-gained greatly in importance since 
1572. As ‘Advocate’, Oldenbarnevelt was the principal figure in the. States 
of Holland as well as their spokesman in the States General. 

Almost from the moment Leicester arrived, and entered into negotiations 
over the precise form of his power, the Dutch scene was:one of confronta- 
tion and polarization. The delegation chosen to negotiate with Leicester, in 
January 1586, consisted of two Hollanders, Zeeland’s Caspar van Vosber- 
gen,‘a committed Calvinist, the politique Chancellor Leoninus of Gelder- 
land, Floris Thin, a religious ‘Libertine’ for Utrecht, and Hessel. Aysma, 
president of the Hof of Friesland.' Though the Overijssel ridderschap, and 
Kampen, supported Nonsuch, the States of Overijssel, owing. to the refusal 
of Deventer, had not signed and, consequently, had no representation.'”’ 

The first issue was to resolve the matter of Stadholders. The treaty 
stipulated that henceforth Stadholders were to be appointed by the. Raad 
van State, including its English members. In other words, no one was to be 
appointed Stadholder of a province without the English Crown having a say 
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in the matter.. Leicester: and his entourage were also expecting that the 
Stadholders would be subordinate to the governor-general and the Raad van 
State, the institutions through which the English Crown: sought to exercise 
its protectorate over the United Provinces. The Stadholder of Gelderland, 
Overijssel, and Utrecht; Count-Adolf von Neuenahr, a hardline German 
Calvinist,-and: Willem Lodewijk van Nassau, Stadholder of Friesland and 
the Ommelands, both appointed after Orange’s assassination, -had received 
their commissions from ‘the ‘States General. In Holland and Zeeland, .by 
contrast, no-one had been appointed direct successor to Orange, since his 
eldest Protestant son, Maurits, who had lived on the Nassau lands in 
Germany, until 1577, was regarded as still: too young and inexperienced for 
the office:'” The States had, however, designated: Maurits their future 
Stadholder by appointing him head of: the newly set-up. Raad van State, in 
August: 1584.’ Only in. November 1585, after: the signing. of the treaty of 
Nonsuch but before ‘the arrival of Leicester in. the: Netherlands, ‘in Decem- 
ber, had the States of Holland and Zeeland proceeded to appoint the now 
17-year-old: their Stadholder. : They had ‘done so, without consulting the 
English Crown, tm. an obvious:manceuvre to place a. check on Leicester’s 
authority before he appeared on the scene. Furthermore, in-the negotiations 
of January 1586, Holland and Zeeland: insisted that not just Maurits but 
also the other two Stadholders, indeed all Stadholders in. the: Netherlands, 
derived their authority from the ‘provinces of which they. were Stadholder, 
arguing that Leicester could neither challenge, nor alter, their commissions, 
since, in the past, the Habsburg governors-general, and.latterly Matthias, 
Leicester’s predecessors, had not had the authority to appoint Stadhol- 
ders.'* This power had been: reserved for the sovereign, and since sover- 
eignty had now devolved upon the provincia! States, and the States General, 
the very body which had offered sovereignty.to Elizabeth, and proclaimed 
Leicester ‘governor-general’, it was for those bodies to appoint the Stadhol- 
ders. Leicester could only grumble, remarking that the house of Orange- 
Nassau, since. Orange’s assassination, was .much diminished, ‘being 
‘mervellous poor, and little regarded by the States’.'® 

Another thorny issue was that of the representation of the States of 
Flanders and Brabant in the States General.and Raad van State. Although 
only small remnants of the two provinces were still in rebel hands; Leicester 
was eager to retain the two provinces’ representation in the federal colleges 
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of the Republic as a further means of offsetting the primacy of Holland. He 
insisted on keeping their delegates in: the Raad van State, which mostly 
convened, during the Leicester years, not at The ‘Hague but in Utrecht, 
where the new governor-general established his headquarters. The Flemish 
representative on the Raad, Van Meetkerke, was indeed one of the earl’s 
closest advisers. It: proved harder, though, to retain Flemish and Brabant 
representatives in the States General.. With Antwerp lost, all the towns 
which had possessed a vote in the States of Brabant were now again under 
Spanish control. Those towns of northern Brabant still in Dutch hands— 
Bergen-op-Zoom .and Grave—historically possessed: no votes in the provin- 
cial States. On these grounds, Holland and Zeeland refused to allow 
representatives of Brabant and Flanders to participate further in the 
proceedings of the States General.’ Leicester tried to assist Bergen-op- 
Zoom, Grave, and a group of Brabant nobles, to obtain representation in 
the States General as ‘the States of Brabant’, but without success.'®3 

‘A third problem was how to organize the finances of the state. By this 
stage only four provinces—Holland, Zeeland, Friesland, and Utrecht—were 
furnishing regular contributions to the States General, agreeing collectively 
to pay 2,400,000 guilders yearly towards the war. In principle, they also 
accepted that some sort of. central treasury was needed.'*4 But Leicester’s 
peremptory manner of setting up his central ‘Chamber of Finances’, and his 
placing it under the enterprising Brabanter Jacques Reingauld—who had 
previously served several Spanish governors, as well as Anjou and Orange, 
as financial adviser—caused considerable irritation.'*5 Reingauld was. a 
grasping personality, fluent in French which, under Leicester, had become 
the official language of the Raad van State. But what was chiefly held against 
him were his efforts to extend ‘his influence into the sphere of provincial 
administration and take over administration of the proceeds from confis- 
cated. Church and noble lands.'® In the North Quarter of Holland, 
administration of: confiscated Church property was transferred from the 
towns and assigned to one of Reingauld’s underlings, another Brabanter, 
called Guillaume Mostert. ‘ 

Another source of friction was Leicester’s general embargo on trade with 
regions under the control of the enemy.'®’ From a strategic point. of view, 
Leicester had considerable justification for insisting on this embargo. Over 
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the winter of 1585-6, there: were acute:-shortages of food in Parma’s 
garrisons, and the southern Netherlands generally. The. Dutch Republic 
possessed the naval power to block the Flemish coast and Ems.estuary, and 
guard the inland waterways and, by this means, hinder the flow of 
foodstuffs, as well as of munitions, both to the south Netherlands ‘and 
Spanish-held zones of: Gelderland, Overijssel, Drenthe, and Groningen. 
Leicester’s embargo was imposed in April 1586, and extended, in August, 
so as to ban trade also with Emden, Calais, and all French ports east of the 
Somme estuary. 

Like the ambitious river embargoes imposed by the States:General later, 
in the 1620s and 1630s, Leicester’s embargo had a considerable impact." A 
great part of the usual barge traffic along the Dutch inland waterways was 
paralysed or diverted." Food prices within the Republic, especially of 
cheese and butter, fell, bolstering Leicester’s popularity amongst the urban 
population but depressing trade and rural rents. As Dutch merchants were 
no longer allowed to export grain to the Spanish Netherlands, Spain, or 
Portugal, the importing of grain from the Baltic in Dutch ships was also 
adversely affected, much of the normal traffic being diverted to England, 
France, and even Scotland.'” 

The confrontation between Leicester and Holland, perceptible from the 
outset, came to pervade every dimension of Dutch life: Practically every new 
development added to the irritation on either.side. From Holland’s point of 
view, not the least annoying of the earl’s initiatives were his negotiations, in 
May 1586, with the States of Overijssel. These States still held aloof from 
the Union of Utrecht and, over the previous three years, had only perfunce- 
torily participated in the States General. Leicester’s method of dealing with 
Overijssel was through personal envoys and secret messages, instead of the 
formal machinery of the States General. This gave rise to the suspicion 
(largely justified) that in return for Overijssel’s adherence to the.treaty of 
Nonsuch, and the English alliance, the governor-general was prepared to 
acknowledge the special links which Overijssel persisted in claiming with the 
Holy Roman Empire, and respect Overijssel’s desire to evade full participa- 
tion in the Union of Utrecht.'?! 

A: fundamental aspect of the growing confrontation was that of church 
affairs. For years a majority of preachers. of the Dutch Reformed Church 
had been calling for a national synod to resolve the many disputes about 
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doctrine and organization-that had arisen since 1572. Leicester:supported 
the call and a:national synod was duly.convened at The Hague..The Hague 
Synod drew up a strictly Calvinist Church order and rejected the claims of 
the provincial States to supervise the annual meetings of the. provincial 
synods, ‘as well: as civil control over the appointment of preachers. But 
Leicester’s National ‘Synod remained a dead letter. Though Zeeland,. Gel- 
derland, and Overijssel accepted it, the States of Holland simply refused to 
adopt the new Church order.'” Nevertheless, there was strong support for 
Leicester’s ecclesiastical policy in church circles in Holland, as well as one 
or two of the Holland towns, notably Dordrecht, which adopted a consist- 
ently pro-Leicester stance during his period as governor-general. 

The political crisis.in the:‘Dutch Republic took on a sharper edge in June 
1586, when the militia of ‘Utrecht, opposed to the tolerant religious policy 
of the Utrecht:regents, began. organizing meetings in the city to agitate for 
a more Calvinist stance and for sovereignty over the United Provinces to be 
offered again to Queen Elizabeth.’ In August, some sixty Utrecht regents 
and nobles, opposed to Leicester and associated with the liberal Reformed 
Christianity which flourished in Utrecht in the congregation of the preacher 
Hubert Duifhuis, were driven from the city, and province, and forced to 
take refuge in Holland. In October, Leicester purged the city council with 
the backing: of the militia.;captains, and the city’s militantly Calvinist 
popular party, who had long been agitating for tougher measures against 
Catholicism.’ A.new vroedschap was installed which was fiercely Calvinist, 
anti-Catholic, and pro-English, headed by Burgomaster Gerard Prouninck, 
an. exile from Brabant,. who ‘had: been one ‘ofthe main ‘movers of ’s- 
Hertogenbosch’s brief adherence to the Union of. Utrecht, in. 1579. 

The Holland’ regents were incensed by the: unceremonious treatment 
meted out by. Leicester, Neuenahr, and their supporters, to the pro-Holland 
regents and nobles‘of Utrecht. ‘Holland refused: to. allow Prouninck to be 
admitted to the States General, as a representative for Utrecht, claiming he 
was a Brabanter whose election: as burgomaster-was illegal, and in violation 
of the city of:Utrecht’s. privileges. But Hojland: could not prevent the new 
Utrecht city council. taking over the leadership of the States of Utrecht, and 
suppressing the vote:of the.five ecclesiastical chapters which, since 1578, had 
served as a prop: of noble ‘and patrician power.’ Once in control of the 
States of Utrecht, the city council, under Prouninck, became the most active 
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instrument of Calvinist militancy and pro-English sentiment in the Repub- 
lic. The Utrecht city: council also became the spokesman of the popular 
party in Dutch civic politics—the voice of the strongly anti-Catholic militias 
and guilds. 

In all the provinces, Leicester, Prouninck, and their friends had:plenty of 
matter on which to work. Like Utrecht, Friesland was racked. by internal 
tensions. The Frisian Stadholder, Willem Lodewijk, found himself opposed 
by a group of fiercely particularist nobles, led by Carel Roorda; the States 
were locked in constant bickering with the Hof, and the towns with the three 
rural quarters.'* Most’ Reformed preachers: in Friesland were militant 
Calvinists, eager to confer sovereignty over the United Provinces:on the 
queen of England.'”” Leicester and the Raad van. State had the ‘support of 
the. Hof, Oostergo quarter, towns (except for Franeker), and. Reformed 
clergy. The towns were mainly:motivated:by hostility to the Delegated States 
of Friesland, which had acquired the authority to supervise town council 
elections which, under the Habsburgs, had been exercised by the Hof. Since, 
in Friesland, the towns possessed only one-quarter of the voting power, and 
the rural quarters three-quarters, the former preferred ‘to keep the States of 
their province as weak as possible. The Delegated States’ aligned with 
Holland. 

By the time Leicester returned to England, ‘temporarily,: in December 
1586, the Republic was in a state of considerable internal tension., Leicester 
was accused of endangering the stability of the Republic and having ‘put in 
hazard divers provinces’. On top of everything else,-the friction between the 
English soldiery and the local populace. .was causing concern.. The. years 
1585-7, when: the influx: of Protestant refugees from the south-Netherlands 
into Holland and Zeeland was at its height, was a time-of exceptionally. high 
rents and acute shortage of accommodation in:the Dutch: Republic.’ As a 
rule, the English troops, both in the ‘cautionary towns”-of Flushing, Brill, 
and Rammekens, consigned to.English control'under the terms of the treaty 
of Nonsuch, and in other towns where English troops, were stationed, were 
poorly accommodated: and. supplied, and tended ‘to. take out their frustra- 
tions on the local populace, with predictable results. ‘So great is the lack of 
discipline among the garrisons, especially’ of our nation’, wrote Thomas 
Wilkes, one of the English members of the: Raad, ‘that I.am.ashamed to hear 
‘the continual. complaintes which come to the councell-bord against them’.'” 
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‘We beginne to grow as hatefull to the people’, he added, ‘as the Spaniard 
himself who. governeth his townes of conquest with a milder hand than we 
doe our frends and allyes.’ 

. The States of Holland, under Oldenbarnevelt’s leadership, lost no time in 
taking advantage of Leicester’s absence to gain political ground. Over the 
objections of .Dordrecht and Gorcum (which argued that major changes 
should: not be introduced without Leicester’s agreement), new regulations 
were adopted whereby every army officer serving in Holland and Zeeland 
was obliged to. accept his commission from the Stadholder:and swear an 
oath of allegiance to the provincial States. Troop movements within the 
provinces were no longer deemed legal unless authorized by patents signed 
by: the Stadholder. Leicester’s trade embargo was: modified. to dilute its 
impact, which:so. annoyed the English governor of Brill.that he refused to 
allow the changes to be promulgated in the town.”” 

The popular reaction against the English presence strengthened the hand 
of the States of Holland at this critical juncture, weakening the efforts of 
Prauninck and. Hessel .Aysma (who. led the pro-Leicester coalition in 
Friesland) to persuade the States General to offer Elizabeth sovereignty over 
the United Provinces on the same basis ‘as Charles V did hold it’. On his 
return, Leicester found the ‘English party’ outmanceuvred and so weakened 
that he came to the conclusion, over the next months, that he would either 
have to give up his efforts or else attempt some form of coup d‘état—as 
Anjou had: done in 1583: In January 1587, the English garrisons. at 
‘Deventer, and in the forts:around Zutphen, tired of the Dutch; defected to 
the Spaniards, handing over some of the Republic’s key defences to Parma. 
The resulting ‘extreame hatred’ of the populace for the English soldiery in 
turn. provoked further mutinies and defections, at Zwolle, Arnhem, and 
Ostend,.. thereby generating even greater hostility towards -Leicester, 
and England. At the. meeting of the States. of Friesland in: May .1587, 
the anti-Leicester faction dominant in Zevenwolden and Westergo gained the 
‘upper hand, ‘shutting their leading Oostergo and town opponents. out of 
the. assembly.?°". 

But there was still an appreciable residue of support for Leicester not only 
in Utrecht, Zeeland, and Friesland but also in Holland. All three West 
Frisian towns backed Leicester, being restive under the sway of the States, 
preferring the virtual autonomy which they had enjoyed in the early years 
of the Revolt when they had been cut off from the rest of Holland by the 
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Spanish garrisons in Haarlem and Amsterdam. Further south there .weré 
only two Holland towns which acted ‘against the States’, Dordrecht and 
Gorcum, but, in the other cities, not least Amsterdam and Leiden, Leicester 
enjoyed strong support among the militantly Calvinist sections of the 
militias. Some of the Holland nobility (who were not aligned:with the 
clique who led the ridderschap in the States of Holland) also, it seems, 
backed Leicester. According to one report, of February 1587, ‘Mylord 
Brederode and his lady, and the eldest sister of Egmond, and the rest of the 
nobility of this country, and most of the people but. specially all the 
ministers are for your Excellency’.*” In Holland, as in-Utrecht, some nobles 
felt antagonistic, on class grounds, to the Holland regents.™. 

During the summer of 1587, Leicester prepared his coup, .fomenting 
opposition to the Holland vroedschappen amongst the citizenry and militias, 
in concert with Dierik Sonoy,. military governor of the West.Frisian district, 
who had declined to take the new oath of allegiance to the Stadholder and 
the States. In September, Leicester moved fresh troops into Holland, 
occupying Gouda, Schoonhoven, and other places.:He entered The Hague 
with a strong escort in what was probably a mishandled attempt to arrest 
Maurits and Oldenbarnevelt. When this failed he tried to engineer :subver- 
sion against the regent town governments, particularly where his popular 
backing was strongest, in Leiden and Amsterdam. The pro-Leicester move- 
ment in Leiden seems to have been chiefly a form of reaction among-the 
‘immigrant Flemish and Brabant population—which by 1587 totalled over 
10,000°—against native-born regents whose authority they resented: and 
Protestant commitment they considered lukewarm.” A principal conspira- 
tor at Leiden was the hardline Calvinist professor of theology, .Adrianus 
Saravia, who denied the States of Holland were sovereign in the province.” 
When the plot collapsed, Saravia and some others escaped but three 
Flemish conspirators were seized, tried, and beheaded. Leicester. made a 
final try, going in person to Amsterdam, but when this failed, gave up in 
disgust and returned to England. Thus, the last and most:broadly supported 
attempt to bring the rebel provinces under the benign protection:and:control 
of a foreign ruler ended in failure. 
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Consolidation of the Republic, 1588-1590 
° 


DY the tense and difficult years 1585-7, the United Provinces were 
the scene of a sustained attempt to challenge the political and military 
ascendancy gained by Holland over the embryonic state emerging from the 
Revolt. By backing Leicester, and the moves to confer sovereignty over the 
rebel Netherlands on the queen of England, a coalition of disaffected 
groups—by no means only in the lesser provinces—sought to overthrow the 
hegemony of the Holland regents and replace it with a very different 
framework, one that was monarchical, more aristocratic, and also more 
supportive of the concept of a state Church to which all, or most, of the 
population would be obliged to conform. The contending parties produced 
no sophisticated political thought. But they certainly argued in terms of 
monarchies and republics, and those who backed the States of Holland 
understood, in rudimentary fashion, that they were espousing republican 
forms and views. Fending off Leicester strengthened the notion perceptible 
earlier, which Hooft had expressed in his discourse of 1584, that the 
‘freedom’ of the Netherlands would be best preserved by dispensing with the 
protection of any monarch. Noting the change in mood, in July 1590 
Thomas Wilkes commented: ‘they hate to be subject not only to a Spaniard 
but, tasting the sweetness of their liberty, to any kingly government’.' 

Yet, inevitably, at least in the short term, the struggle within further 
weakened the Republic and its prospects of survival.’ If Leicester’s regime 
failed to halt the creeping Spanish reconquest of the Low Countries, his 
humiliation did nothing to stop. it either. Despite diversion of Spanish 
strength for the Armada campaign against England, in 1588, Parma’s troops 
kept up their steady encroachment from the south, east, and north-east.? The 
garrisons at Groningen, Steenwijk, and Coevorden mounted incursions into 
Friesland. Parma failed to capture Bergen-op-Zoom in his 1588 offensive, 
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but only just. In 1589, he was compensated by the betrayal—by its English 
garrison—of Geertruidenberg, on the southern fringe of Holland. 

In 1588, the United Provinces’ strategic situation seemed as precarious as 
ever. Yet, over the three years 1588-90, the outlook improved dramatically, 
a crucial transition for Dutch, and all European, history. From being a 
divided, enfeebled state, incapable of defending its territory; the Republic 
was transformed into a viable confederacy in which the particularist 
pressures of the Leicester years were still evident but accommodated, within 
an orderly and stable framework. The contrast with the immediate past was 
striking. Writing in April 1589, Thomas Bodley considered the Dutch state 
‘weaker at this present than. it’ hath been these many years; and unless by 
Her majesty’s extraordinary assistance, and counsel, it be presently holpen, 
there is little appearance that. they can-hold.it out long’.* Little more than:a 
year later, Wilkes was greatly struck by the subsiding of opposition to the 
States of ‘Holland: ‘the mislike:of:the States,-bred in the people heretofore 
by faction -is now removed andthe government so quieted and settled (as 
the States themselves avow) that since the beginning of their troubles:the 
like was never seen’.‘ 

This remarkable change was'partly the result of external factors, especially 
shifts in strategy, and foreign policy,'on the part of two key monarchs— 
Elizabeth and Philip II. But it was also the ‘result. of internal changes, the 
growing power of the States of Holland, and, not least, the skilful statecraft 
of Oldenbarnevelt.i.It may be. that if Elizabeth had ‘not decided, in 1588, to 
drop her ‘support for Oldenbarnevelt’s opponents, and Philip not resolved, 
in 1§90, to concentrate on France, rather than his rebels, for the foreseeable 
future, developments would have taken a very different course, But it is also 
true that even had Elizabeth and Philip made the decisions.they did but ‘no 
effective framework been found for. resolving the tensions between, and 
within, the provinces of the Republic; cohesion and stability would. have 
continued to-elude the rebel state. 

Leicester left a land -seething with internecine strife, resentment, and 
betrayal. The English troops, ill-lodged and ill-paid, and often hungry,-were 
as disgruntled after his departure as before; and as liable ‘to back militant 
Calvinists against the States of Holland—or intrigue with the Spaniards.° 
Oldenbarnevelt’s opponents remained formidable in Friesland, Zeeland, and 
Overijssel and dominant in Utrecht.’ Supported by the city militia and 
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Calvinist preachers, Burgomaster Prouninck denounced the States of Hol- 
land for prizing their own power and authority above all else and striving 
to dominate.other provinces, at the expense of the security, well-being, and 
spiritual salvation of the population.’ The States of Utrecht, controlled by 
the city, and Calvinist faction of the ridderschap, continued during the 
spring of 1588 loudly and: uncompromisingly to oppose Holland’s leader- 
ship.-Considering the States General merely the mouthpiece of Holland, the 
States of Utrecht wanted. the federal assembly to have as little authority as 
possible,® preferring: to regard the Raad van State (where England’s, rather 
than Holland’s, influence predominated) as. the right body to direct the state 
and supervise the provinces. Citing Nonsuch, and appealing to London, 
Utrecht: strove to bolster the: Raad van State and weaken the States 
General.’° If this enhanced the queen of England’s influence in the Dutch 
body politic, so much the better. ‘Monarchy is best,’ insisted the States of 
Utrecht, in. April. 1588, ‘indeed the only. means’ to-overcome all confusion 
and disorder, and preserve these lands:’'' The ‘States brusquely rejected 
Holland’s strictures: that individual provinces, under the terms of the Union 
of Utrecht, had no-right to appeal to, -or negotiate with, the queen, or any 
tuler, separately from the States General. 

In. Friesland. too the bitter dissension and chronic disarray continued. 
Leicester had abandoned his plan to go in person to Friesland and ‘redress 
all stryfes that weare amongst them’.’* But the Frisian Stadholder, Willem 
‘Lodewijk, and the Frisian Delegated States, having switched from support- 
‘ing Leicester to opposing him, had:also been unable to. consolidate: their 
grip and faced widespread opposition, despite the backing, for the moment, 
of the strongly particularist faction of Carel Roorda and his adherents who 
had been outraged by Leicester’s efforts to impose the taxes and excises of 
the ‘General Means’ (see pp. 285-8 below) ‘in lyke manner as in Holland 
and Zeeland which never was before’.'? Willem: Lodewijk and his supporters 
were opposed by most. of the towns, the Reformed clergy, and the pro-Eng- 
lish Oostergo quarter, which vehemently complained: of the ‘cruelty and 
‘tyranny done unto them by the deputies of the States of that. province [1.e. 
the new Delegated States]’. The brother of the president of the Hof of 
Friesland, a leading grietman in Oostergo, was sent by the gentry of his 
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quarter to London in May 1588, to appeal directly to Elizabeth against their 
Stadholder and the Roordists. 

Overcoming the centrifugal forces at work in the lesser provinces,.as well 
as the disintegrative tendencies within them—and the Calvinist challenge— 
was not easy. That the situation could be stabilized so quickly was, in no 
small measure, due to the energy and skill, during this early part of his 
career, of Oldenbarnevelt. He was not exactly adroit. Bodley found Olden- 
barnevelt, at this time, ‘very stiffe’ and uncooperative, ‘his ordinarie phrase’ 
being ‘somewhat violent, imperious and bitter’. But he was effective. 
Oldenbarnevelt, it has been justly said, ‘was never so great as in the :year 
[1588] in which he laid the foundation of Netherlands independence’.'5 

One development which Oldenbarnevelt cleverly exploited was-the grow- 
ing rift in Utrecht—since late 1586—between the Stadholder, Count Neue- 
nahr, on the one hand, and Prouninck, the hardline Reformed preachers, 
and militia, on the other.'® The count’s brushes with his erstwhile allies, 
especially Herman Moded, the city’s leading Reformed preacher, led him to 
abandon the ‘English faction’ and ally with the pro-Holland Utrecht 
patricians, headed by Floris Thin, former Advocate of the States of 
Utrecht.'? Preceding vroedschap elections in October 1588, there were 
disturbances in Utrecht which Neuenahr used as a pretext to arrest 
Prouninck and orchestrate a coup in the city council, removing Prouninck’s, 
and restoring Thin’s, followers. With this, the ascendancy in Utrecht of the 
‘English faction’, and their Calvinist allies, was over. Thin resumed control 
of the States. The suppressed first (ecclesiastical) estate of the States of 
Utrecht was revived. The liberal (non-Calvinist) Reformed congregation of 
Hubert Duifhuis resumed services. 

Another threat overcome in a way which strengthened Holland’s position 
was the particularism of the West Frisian towns. Sonoy, having barricaded 
himself in at Medemblik, openly defied the States of Holland, supported by 
the strong pro-English faction in the area, particularly the city of Enk- 
huizen."* The obstreperousness of the West Frisian towns was aggravated 
by the States of Holland’s decision to: back Amsterdam, against them, in a 
dispute over the Republic’s admiralty administration; which everyone 
agreed had to be reorganized, Leicester having placed naval and maritime 
affairs under a single college designed to minimize Holland’s influence. The 


PRO SP 84/30, fo. 187. Bodley to Walsingham, 30 Jan. 1589. 
'S Den Tex, Oldenbarnevelt (English), i. 125. 

‘6 Broersma and Busken Huet, Brieven, 94-5. 

'T Bannatyne, ‘Utrecht in Crisis’, 44-5. 

"’ Brandt, Historie... Enkhuizen, 183. 


Consolidation of the Republic. 237 
danger -posed':by West Frisian particularism at this point was skilfully 
removed ‘by’a combination of restrained threat ‘of force and negotiation. 
Medemblik.was blockaded by States of Holland troops, under Maurits. The 
inland towns of :the ‘North Quarter—Alkmaar; Edam, Purmerend, and 
Monnikendam—were encouraged to oppose the pretensions of the three 
West Frisian ports, splitting the Gecommitteerde Raden of the North 
Quarter. Finally,, Oldenbarnevelt brokered a solution; accepted ‘by: all 
parties, in October 1589, whereby Amsterdam and West Frisia each ac- 
quired its own admiralty college, and separate zone of jurisdiction, under 
supervision of the States General, while the North Quarter, as a whole, 
retained its separate college of Gecommitteerde Raden but now with the 
West Frisian towns as an ackriowledged: entity within the North Quarter, 
their three votes in the college to be counted as equal in weight to those of 
the four inland towns,’® The college continued to gather chiefly at Hoorn. 

Over the winter of 1587-8, the English soldiery were in a mutinous mood 
in not only West Frisia and Geertruidenberg, but also Naarden, Veere, and 
several-other places.”° But the presence of: the English army posed less of a 
‘political threat to Holland than one might suppose. Though present in small 
numbers in numerous places, the bulk were concentrated in four garrisons 
tucked away in and around Zeeland, or beyond—in Ostend, in such a way 
as to pose no real threat to Holland or the most volatile provinces—Fries- 
land and Utrecht (see Table 6). Furthermore, the risk of English interven- 
tion evaporated early in 1588, as the menace of the Invincible: Armada 
loomed larger. Once ‘convinced the Armada was in earnest, Elizabeth 
appreciated that she needed Dutch naval co-operation and was not going to 
get it whilst her officers, in: the Republic, continued obstructing the States 
on her orders. In April 1588, Elizabeth withdrew her support for the 
anti-Holland factions, issuing instructions that her commanders henceforth 
co-operate with Maurits, as captain-general, and the States of Holland. 
Thus,’ ironically, Philip II’s Armada played an appreciable role, in the 
months after Léicester’s departure, in easing tensions within’ the Dutch body 
politic and furthering its consolidation. 

The death of Neuenahr at Arnhem, when a gunpowder store he was 
inspecting exploded, in October 1589—the month of the marriage of 
Rembrandt’s parents, at Leiden, gave Oldenbarnevelt the opportunity to 
extend Holland’s ascendancy further by arranging Maurits’s succession as 
Stadholder of Gelderland, Utrecht, and Overijssel. After some delay the 
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young head of the house of Orange-Nassau thus became Stadholder also of 
these provinces, eliminating what: had been a separate focus of military 
command and patronage, and enhancing Holland’s role in making:strategic 
decisions, and regulating frontier -fortresses, on the eastern. side of the 
Republic.” ; 


TABLE 6. The English garrisons in the Netherlands, August 1588 : 7 


Garrison Strength Garrison Strength 

| Nominal Actual | Nominal . Actual 
Flushing 2,100" 1,445. Wageningen. , 900, 606 
Ostend 1,650 1,245. Utrecht 350 315 
Bergen-op-Zoom 1,750 1,068 | Amersfoort, 77 $2 


Brill . 950 , 852, Bergh | ee eee ae 
Source: PRO SP 84/26, fos. 101-2. 


But the key breakthrough was: Oldenbarnevelt’s success in wresting 
military and strategic decisions away-from the Raad van State, nominally to 
the States General but, in practice, to..the States of Holland. English 
ministers, and commanders in the Republic,.tried to resist-this process but, 
having been ordered by their queen to assist Oldenbarnevelt in much else, 
found it difficult to. prevent the ‘moste: mightie and riche of all the 
provinces’, Holland, from becoming the body to which the ‘rest doe alwaies 
incline’.” All that the English members of the Raad could do was protest, 
impotently, to London, at Holland’s proceeding ‘so premptorily and so flatt 
against the treaty and against the good liking of the Council of State’. The 
Raad continued to discharge great quantities of business (as it was to do 
throughout the history of the Dutch Republic). ‘The Council of State’, in 
1590, ‘doth never fail to sit twice every daie unless there be some extraordin- 
ary lett, in the morning, from nine of the clock till twelve, and from four to 
seven, in the afternoone’.’? Several of the Dutch members of the Raad, 
including the two Zeelanders, Jacob. Valck and Burgomaster Teellinck, of 
Zierikzee, and the two Frisians, were key members of the provincial States. 
But, precisely for this reason, they were willing to help the three Hollanders 
on the board nullify the English presence and turn the Raad from being the 
executive of the United Provinces into a mere administrative organ of the 
States General. , 
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With Leicester gone, and the Raad van State reduced, the activity of the 
States General steadily expanded. Overijssel, having boycotted the Gener- 
ality for three: years, resumed participation, from December 1587.% Of the 
northern provinces, only Groningen and Drenthe (which never gained .a 
seat) were still missing. By. 1590, the States General was a hive of activity, 
convening. practically every day, often morning and afternoon. Officially, 
Oldenbarnevelt, as Advocate of the States of Holland and pensionary of the 
Holland Ridderschap, had no formal function in the States General. But as 
he was Holland’s main spokesman, and controlled the flow of diplomatic 
correspondence in and out of the States General’s offices, he enjoyed an 
unchallengeable ascendancy over what went on in the federal assembly. The 
States General had its own secretary, or griffier, to handle incoming 
diplomatic correspondence. But the holder of this office, the Brabanter 
Cornelis van Aerssen, became more and more subservient to Oldenbarne- 
velt. 

By 1590, the only avenue by which English ministers in the Netherlands 
could hope to check Holland, and uphold a degree of English influence, was 
by encouraging the lesser provinces to play a more independent role in the 
States General. But, to do this, they needed to strengthen the influence of 
Oldenbarnevelt’s opponents in the lesser provinces. When Floris Thin died, 
in 1590, the ‘English’ party for a time hoped that Paulus Buys (who was the 
son of an Amersfoort miller) would succeed him as Advocate of the States 
of Utrecht.”5 Buys, despite his resigning as Advocate of Holland in October 
1584, had helped shape the United Provinces’ pro-English strategy, in 1585, 
and been held in high esteem in England ever since. After his break with the 
States of Holland he had also become a leading proponent of a more 
centralized federal system, and building up the Raad van State, at the 
expense of Holland. He had become estranged from Leicester, however, 
disliking the populist Calvinism of the Utrecht guilds, the theocratic ideas 
of Moded, and Leicester’s partiality for south Netherlanders.” But, like 
Thin and Leoninus, he remained a pillar of the Generality idea, wanting the 
States General to be led by a revived Raad van State rather than the States 
of Holland. He was also as brusque and imperious as Oldenbarnevelt. But 
Holland’s Advocate deftly thwarted the campaign for Buys, securing the 
election of his own protégé, Gillis van Ledenberg. From 1590, down until 
the overthrow of Oldenbarnevelt, in 1618, the States of Utrecht were little 


4 Slicher van Bath, Gesch. van Overijssel, 125. 
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more than an appendage of Holland. Oldenbarnevelt, in: effect, riow 
presided over Utrecht, as well as Holland.’ 

Despite the military setbacks of the late 1580s, the. Dutch. Republic 
conquered its internal difficulties, forging an orderly, efficient federal. state; 
organized and directed from the Hague, by Oldenbarnevelt and the States 
of Holland. All disruptive internal pressures were, if not: eliminated, then 
neutralized in a way which enabled the Holland-dominated Dutch. federal 
State to seize fully the opportunity which the new strategic situation arising 
in 1§90 offered. The result was a series of dazzling successes in almost'every 
sphere. 


"7 Den Tex, ‘Staten in Oldenbarnevelt’s tijd’, 66-7. 


12 


The Republic Becomes a Great Power, 
1590-1609 


TERRITORIAL EXPANSION 


y the late 1580s, the Republic resembled a compressed spring taut with 

pent-up impetus. After the loss of Zutphen and Deventer virtually the 
whole eastern side of the north Netherlands, from Nijmegen to the Ems 
estuary, was again under Spanish control, the States General’s troops 
retreating west of the IJssel. During 1589, the Spaniards took Geertruiden- 
berg and Rheinberg, and besieged Heusden, squeezing the Dutch also along 
the rivers, to the south. But within this contracting territory, besieged by 
Spanish armies to the south, east, and north-east, a restructuring of 
institutions, military organization, and the economy was in progress which, 
as events were to prove, immeasurably enhanced the prospects of the 
surviving core of the rebel state.’ 

Successful state-building on the scale achieved in the 1590s, by the 
Republic, occurs only rarely in history and only when internal changes 
combine with exceptionally favourable circumstances without. It was Philip 
II’s decision to switch the bulk of the Spanish army of Flanders away from 
the north Netherlands, and intervene in the French civil war, in the hope of 
preventing the Protestant Henri IV from securing himself as king of France, 
which transformed the strategic balance and gave the Dutch their oppor- 
tunity. But the impetus of the Republic’s rise in the 1590s, to become one 
of the principal military and naval powers of Europe, and the leading 
commercial power, was possible only because of the far-reaching develop- 
ments in the Republic’s core during the years of retreat and reverses. 

From 1590, there was a dramatic improvement in the Republic’s eco- 
nomic circumstances (see pp. 307-21 below). Commerce and shipping 
expanded enormously, as did the towns. As a result, the financial power of 
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the state rapidly grew; and it was possible to improve the army vastly, both 
qualitatively, and quantitatively, within a short space of time. The army 
increased from 20,000 men in 1588 to 32,000 by 1595, and its artillery, 
methods of transportation, and training were transformed.> During the 
offensive of the 1590s, the army, commanded by Maurits, captured large 
parts of five Dutch provinces—Gelderland, Overijssel, Drenthe, Groningen, 
and north Brabant—taking in all forty-three towns (including a number of 
strongholds in adjacent German lands) and fifty-five forts (see Map 7). 

Many of these towns had impressive fortifications and these, and the 
profusion of forts, attest to the strenuous efforts made by Parma, since 
recapturing Antwerp in 1585, to create a network of strongholds in the 
newly reconquered areas, both to hold them and to serve as a springboard 
for further Spanish advances. This fortified network, achieved at massive 
expense, became still more vital to Spain, and the Catholic cause, in the Low 
Countries when Philip ordered the army of Flanders to combine with the 
Armada in the projected invasion of England, in 1587-8, and during the 
army’s interventions in France, in the 1590s. For Parma’s forts and 
refortified towns were now the chief barrier between north and south. The 
Castilian troops in the Spanish Netherlands were not only the spearhead of 
the army but served to secure the most vital garrisons—Antwerp, Ghent, 
and Dendermonde, as well as Dunkirk and Nieuwpoort commanding the 
Flemish coast, and Sluis and Sas van Ghent, the fortress towns facing the 
Dutch enclaves on the Scheldt estuary.‘ Neapolitan troops held Breda. 
Parma was not so unwilling to trust the ‘Walloon’ infantry with holding 
towns exposed to the Dutch as his senior Spanish officers. Nevertheless, in 
both Brussels and Madrid the Spaniards and Italians continued to be 
considered vital for securing the south Netherlands for Spain and holding 
the front separating north and south. 

The Dutch break-out began in 1590 with the surprise capture of Breda. 
Initially, despite the prodding of the Frisian Stadholder (who was the first 
fully to realize the opportunity which the Republic now enjoyed), Oldenbar- 
nevelt, Maurits, and the Raad van State were slow to organize a major 
offensive. But, by the spring of 1591, the United Provinces were ready. Extra 
money had been raised, and forces amassed, and the States of Friesland 
persuaded to allow their contingents to operate far from their province, on 
the IJssel. front. Provided with an army of quality, of 26,000 men—the first 
large field army the Republic deployed—Maurits and Willem Lodewijk 

7 " Hart, Making of a Bourgeois State, 59-61. 
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launched their most sensational offensive. Using newly devised transport 
and siege methods, Maurits swept up the [Jssel, capturing forts, and the 
cities of Zutphen and Deventer, in rapid succession. He then pushed into 
the Ommelands, taking all the Spanish forts, including Delfzijl, command- 
ing the strategically and commercially important Ems estuary. The city of 
Groningen was now surrounded by States’ garrisons. The season ended with 
the capture of Hulst, in Flanders, and the fall, without a shot being fired, 
of the city of Nijmegen. 

The entire eastern half of the northern Netherlands was transformed by 
these victories.© Spanish prestige north of the rivers suffered a shattering 
blow from which it was never to recover. The Dutch now controlled the 
Rhine, Waal, and IJssel and were able to reopen much of the river traffic 
with Germany as well as move troops and supplies at will, on their flotillas 
of river barges. With the arrival of the States’ troops, the Ommelander 
jonkers revolted against Spain and the city of Groningen, and, at their 
assembly in March 1592, voted to sign the Union of Utrecht, establish the 
Reformed Church, suppress Catholic worship—and petition the States 
General for the admittance of the Ommelands as the seventh voting 
province.’ This was, however, blocked temporarily by the Frisians, who 
aspired to turn the Ommelands into an annex of Friesland rather than a 
separate province of the Generality. 

The 1591 offensive opened up wide-ranging strategic possibilities which 
provoked disputes in the States General and Raad van State, and between 
Oldenbarnevelt and Maurits.* Holland, aspiring to push the Spaniards back 
also in the south, wanted the army to be used, the following year, to besiege 
Geertruidenberg or ’s-Hertogenbosch. Friesland, however, argued that the 
next priority should be to besiege Steenwijk, the fortress commanding 
north-west Overijssel, which posed a threat to Friesland and the Omme- 
lands, and then Coevorden—the key to Drenthe. Gelderland and Overijssel 
preferred an offensive in the east, aimed at recovering Grol and Oldenzaal. 
Oldenbarnevelt eventually persuaded the States General to accept a com- 
promise whereby the army would divide for the first half of the campaigning 
season, with Willem Lodewijk operating in the north and Maurits in the 
south, and then, for the second, reunite at Zaltbommel and push into 
northern Brabant.° 


5 Van Reyd, Historie, 296-8. 

® Parker, Dutch Revolt, 228-9. 

7 Formsma, Ommelander strijd, 140-1. 

® Fruin, Tien jaren, 121-2. 

9 PRO SP 84/45, fo..77v. Bodley to Burghley, 4 July 1592. 
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‘But Maurits ignored all this-and joined his cousin’in besieging Steenwijk. 
The siege of this formidable fortress town, defended by. 1,060 crack Spanish 
troops, was seen as one of Maurits’s most remarkable exploits. Traditional 
methods would have involved the town being sealed off and slowly starved 
irito surrender. But it:was well supplied and, besieged in this manner, could 
have resisted for months. Maurits abbreviated matters by cudgelling the 
garrison with unheard-of quantities of artillery. Fifty artillery pieces fired a 
total of 29,000 shots. The Stadholder also employed novel methods of 
advancing his trenches, and mine shafts, devised by his chief engineers, Joost 
Matthieu, ‘a south Netherlands refugee, and Jacob Kemp of Gorcum. 
Another new feature was that the Dutch soldiery, instead of disdaining pick 
and shovel, as was. usual among sixteenth-century armies, were made to 
emulate the ancient Romans and do their own digging without relying on 
local peasants to assist. Some. years before the Stadholder -had specially 
consulted the great humanist scholar Justus Lipsius as to how the Romans 
had organized their digging. The stronghold surrendered after forty-four 
days. 

‘After Steenwijk. the Stadholders proceeded to besiege Coevorden, ‘one of 
the three remaining major ‘Spanish fortresses in the: north-east, despite 
grumbling in the States of Holland ‘for that Count Maurice in this‘ siege’, 
as Bodley explained, ‘hath taken contrary courses to their special dir- 
éctions’.’° Coevorden, relentlessly bombarded, surrendered after six weeks, 
bringing all Drenthe under the control of the States General. Immediately, 
Friesland and Overijssel began to quarrel overt which province should 
garrison Coevorden and be responsible for defending Drenthe. Friesland, 
like Holland, eagerly used the fixed garrisons.on her provincial allocation 
or répartition; and in her pay, as an instrument for extending her influence. 
A:strongly particularist element in the States of Friesland, headed by Carel 
Roorda, nurtured the ambition of extending Frisian hegemony over not 
only the Ommelands but also Drenthe, north-west Overijssel, and more." 
Willem Lodewijk, who preferred.co-operation with Maurits and Holland to 
pursuing narrowly Frisian aims, clashed repeatedly:with the Roordists, who 
accused their Stadholder of proceeding contrary to Friesland’s interests and 
designing to enslave Friesland to ‘neighbouring provinces’; meaning Hol-. 
land and. Overijssel.'* Meanwhile, the States: of::Overijssel complained 
incessantly in the States General of Friesland’s arrogant violations: of her 


© PRO SP 84/45, fo. 213. Bodley to Burghley, 31 Aug. 1592. 
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provincial sovereignty by keeping garrisons in Hasselt and Steenwijk which 
the Generality had asked Friesland to remove." 

The following year Holland insisted on the main campaign being laun- 
ched in the south, selecting Geertruidenberg as the target. This siege became 
one of the most celebrated- of Maurits’s feats. For the town. was strongly 
fortified and located on soft ground near a wide river within easy reach of 
the main centres. of Spanish power further south. Only a few years before 
the States General would never have dared contemplate such a venture and 
the regime in Brussels had supposed it safe. To hasten completion of his 
entrenchments Maurits again ordered: his men to dig; inducing them to work 
rapidly and methodically by paying them an extra wage: often stuivers 
daily—equivalent to a labourer’s wage—separately from their normal pay, 
with extra bonuses for those working in especially exposed positions.'* The 
work proceeded at such speed that by the time the Spanish relief army 
appeared it was already too late to break the siege. To prevent. his guns 
sinking into the mud, Maurits’s engineers devised special wooden mats. The 
novelty of the siege works and discipline of the soldiery was such that his 
camp became thronged with local folk who, seeing there was no molestation 
or pilfering, came to ‘sell their produce to the soldiers. It also became a 
tourist attraction for:fine ladies, including Louise de Coligny, William the 
Silent’s fourth and last-wife, who with her companions rode out from The 
Hague to visit the. scene. Geertruidenberg capitulated, after a four-month 
siege, .in June £593. 

Meanwhile the wrangling. between the provinces continued unabated. 
Roorda opposed domination of Friesland by Holland.’ But the truth was 
that there was no alternative to Holland’s leadership and ascendancy. For 
the lesser provinces were not only at odds with each other but also lacked 
the internal cohesion, and stability, without which no state can long survive. 
If the United Provinces were to function as a viable political entity the 
necessary cohesion could only derive from Holland. In this lay the central 
paradox of the Republic, throughout its history, to 1795: it was perennially 
a cross between the confederacy of sovereign provinces which it was in 
theory and the federal entity. which, in most respects, it was in reality. ‘The 
warp of the federal elements in the system of government’ was, indeed, as 
one. Dutch historian has expressed it, ‘interwoven with an unmistakably 
confederal woof’.'° The predominance, and unparalleled internal cohesion, 


') Res. SG 1 Sept. 1592 and 10 Aug. 1593. 
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of Holland were the twin pillars on which the viability and durability of the 
United Provinces rested. Without these the entire edifice was unsustainable, 
perhaps even without outside pressure, through the weight of its own 
internal contradictions and weakness. 

But, even with Holland’s strength and Oldenbarnevelt’s dexterity, the 
seething conflicts among, and within, the lesser provinces were not easily 
settled. The Frisians were irreconcilably split, the Ommelander jonkers 
fearful, on the one side, of Friesland and, on the other, of the city of 
Groningen, while Hasselt and Steenwijk resisted the States of Overijssel, 
which, in turn, claimed Coevorden and historic rights over Drenthe, aspira- 
tions vigorously opposed by Friesland, the Ommelands, and Groningen.'’ 

Oldenbarnevelt unfastened the knot, helped by the two Stadholders, who 
both saw (whatever their private thoughts about Oldenbarnevelt) that 
collaboration with Holland was the only way to. make the infant republic 
viable politically and militarily. Either they helped enforce Holland’s pre- 
dominance over the rest, or the entire edifice disintegrated. There was no 
other possibility. Thus, eventually, a package was worked out at The Hague, 
and imposed by Holland through the States General.'® The Frisians were 
required to evacuate north-west Overijssel and Hasselt and Steenwijk to 
submit to the States of Overijssel; Coevorden was to continue ta be 
garrisoned by Friesland, temporarily, while neither Friesland nor. Overyssel 
were to have proprietary rights over Drenthe, the future of which would be 
decided by the Generality—that is Holland. 

Spanish forces blockaded Coevorden late in 1593 but failed to recapture 
the town. With their withdrawal, the capitulation of Groningen, and 
elimination of Spanish power from the north-east, was just a matter of time. 
The States General had made no declaration, as yet, about the future of the 
city, but shortly before the siege began, in April 1594, did vote, by five 
provinces to one (over the objections of Friesland), to admit: the Omme- 
lands—whose territory surrounded the city—as the seventh voting province 
of the Union.'? Oldenbarnevelt, and the Holland regents, aware the city’ was 
large, well-fortified, resolutely anti-States and pro-Spanish, and hoping to 
avoid the disruption and expense of a lengthy siege, tried various ploys. to 
induce an early capitulation. Initially, until May 1594, Oldenbarnevelt 
encouraged the Groningen. raad to believe they might escape the horrors of 
a long siege and retain the exercise of the Catholic faith and right to garrison 
their outlying forts, and even be acknowledged, by the United Provinces, a 
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city of the Holy Roman Empire under the protection of the Emperor, if they 
laid. down their arms and renounced Philip II.” Subsequently, one of the 
States’: commanders, count von Hohenlohe, lieutenant-general of Holland, 
negotiated secretly with the raad about a possible transfer of lordship over 
the city from Philip I] to the Lutheran duke of Brunswick, though this was 
possibly only a device to sow discord in the city. In any case, the 
negotiations came to nothing. The siege lasted two months and cost the lives 
of 400 States’ troops and 300 defenders, and consumed ten thousand Dutch 
cannon-balls. As the city weakened, the magistracy tried to arrange for 
Catholics to retain one church in the city, but this was refused. On 
Groningen’s capitulation, the whole body of friars and priests that since 
1591 had taken refuge within the walls marched out, together with the 
soldiery and camp women, on their long trek to the Catholic- south 
Netherlands. The city raad was purged and the practice of the Catholic faith 
officially banned. 

It was stipulated in the capitulation that Groningen would now enter the 
Union and that the States General would determine how this should be 
accomplished.”' Historically, city and Ommelands had never formed a single 
entity and their mutual antagonism remained as acute as ever. Conquered 
by the States General, in effect Holland, Groningen was now bracketed with 
the Ommelands to make a seventh voting province, which was essentially 
artificial, a concoction of the Generality.” The States General set up a 
committee comprising Willem Lodewijk, who (to the displeasure of the 
Roordists) had:been designated Stadholder of the new province, Chancellor 
‘Leoninus of Gelderland, a Kampen burgomaster, and a delegate: from 
Holland to draft recommendations as to how the new province should 
function. 

What emerged was a States of ‘City and Ommelands’—as the states of 
Groningen were officially entitled—comprising two ‘members’—the city and 
the Ommelands—with approximately half of the population of the province 
each. The Ommelands continued to be divided into three quarters—Huns- 
ingo, Fivelingo, and Westerkwartier—each with its own quarter assembly, 
while the city continued to speak also for its subject territories of ’t Gorecht 
and Oldambt (see Map 8). The city was given precedence in signing 
documents and voting first,? but otherwise the. two votes carried equal 
weight. Since this implied perpetual deadlock, a casting vote was assigned 
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to ‘the Stadholder. The Ommelander jonkers, displeased at finding them- 
selves placed no higher, if not lower, than the city, were incensed by the 
recommendation that Groningen’s staple rights be confirmed. Oldenbarne- 
velt and the States General had not forgotten that the Ommelanders had 
supported the Revolt, while Groningen opposed it, but decided not to strip 
the city of privileges the Spanish Crown had confirmed, realizing that to do 
so would make Groningen’s antipathy to the Union permanent and that, 
with the city unreconciled, the entire north-east would remain insecure. As 
it was Groningen was being forcibly incorporated, stripped of its Catholic 
faith, and made to pay a large share of the 6 per cent of Generality’s 
expenditure which the States General fixed as the new province’s quota. By 
constructing the province in this way the States General—that is Holland— 
expected to preside over both ‘members’. The ‘instructions’ of the Stad- 
holder were drawn up not by the new province but by the States General, 
which also devised a coat of arms by combining the existing emblems of the 
two ‘members’. 

The fall of Groningen rendered the Ommelands secure and Drenthe 
almost so. Unlike ‘City and Lands’, Drenthe did constitute a recognized 
province with its own provincial States, representing the ridderschap and 
substantial farmers. Moreover, this assembly now petitioned for Drenthe’s 
admission as the eighth voting province of the Union with a place on the 
Raad van State.“ But though strategically important and large enough to 
form a separate voting province, the land was poor and it had a population 
of only about 20,000. The Holland regents wished neither to make Drenthe 
a full province, further diluting Holland’s vote in federal colleges, nor an 
appendage of Friesland or Overijssel.*5 Consideration was given to merging 
Drenthe with Groningen, thereby creating an effective counter-weight to 
Friesland, but this was opposed by the city of Groningen, mindful that a 
third ‘member’ would end its preponderance in the provincial States. 
Drenthe was, thus, refused admission to the States General and Generality 
colleges but, in most other respects, deemed a full province, with its own 
States and Stadholder. It is true that it was the States General which 
appointed Willem Lodewijk the first of Drenthe’s eleven Stadholders under 
the Republic, in 1596; but subsequently, it was the States of Drenthe which 
appointed their Stadholder.” Also Drenthe, unlike the Generality Lands 
(see p. 300 below), administered its own tax system, albeit: within guidelines 
Jaid down by the Generality. However, the drost of Drenthe (who was also 
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governor of Coevorden),.the most powerful judicial-and military officer in 
the province, continued to be appointed by the States General. 

Securing Groningen. led, in .turn, to a shift in the balance in East 
Friesland. In that principality, the city of Emden, stiffened by a growing 
Calvinist influence, was. at loggerheads with the now militantly Lutheran 
(and pro-Spanish) count. But with Spain eliminated from Groningen and 
Drenthe, Count Edzard’s.efforts to subjugate Emden could more readily be 
thwarted. Indeed, in 1595 occurred one of:the decisive events in the history 
of East Friesland.?” The Emden Calvinist consistory, led by Menso Altmg— 
a native of Drenthe who had trained at Heidelberg and been a preacher in 
Emden for twenty years—seized the city, ejected the count’s officials, 
proclaimed the Reformed the public Church in Emden, and suppressed 
Lutheran worship, appealing to the States: General for help. The Holland 
regents who considered: Edzard and-his pro-Spanish attitude a menace to 
the Republic were not unwilling to collude in this simultaneous check to 
Spain, princely pretensions, and Lutheranism. Dutch troops were shipped 
into Emden, leaving the count with little option but to come to terms 
arbitrated. in The Hague. Under the resulting treaty of Delfzijl (1595), the 
count was obliged to recognize the United Provinces as a legitimate state, 
acknowledge the Reformed Church as the public Church in Emden and the 
Republic as protector of the Reformed faith in East Friesland, and agree to 
the Dutch garrisoning Emden (and Leerort) indefinitely. In effect, he was 
made to accept Dutch hegemony in East Friesland. At The Hague and 
Emden there was even talk at this time of incorporating East Friesland into 
the Union as an eighth voting province.” 

Nowhere else in Germany did Calvinism: become so closely linked to civic 
autonomy and the defence of local privileges against princely authority as 
in East. Friesland. Indeed, the political. ideology, and church politics, of ‘the 
Emden - revolution of 1595 neatly complemented the larger ideological 
framework of the Dutch Revolt :itself.”® It was in the mid-1590s that Ubbo 
Emmius, Calvinist divine, friend of Alting, and. zealous supporter of both 
the Revolt against Spain and that against the count of East Friesland,;.wrote 
his famous history of Frisian: ‘freedom’, the Rerum Friscarum Historia 
(1596), linking East Friesland with Friesland and Groningen rather than 
with Germany. It was also the Emden Calvinists who, in 1604, brought 
Althusius, the pre-eminent: German Calvinist political writer, and arch- 
defender of civic rights and local privileges against princely absolutism, to 
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be Emden’s town secretary. Johannes Althusius (1557-1638), Calvinist and 
anti-absolutist ideologue, never lost sight of the fact that the United 
Provinces were vital to the survival of East Frisian Calvinism, describing the 
Dutch garrison in Emden as the ‘fundamentum et conservatio’ of the city’s 
‘freedom’.” It was in the years following the Dutch intervention in East 
Friesland in 1595 that the balance between Lutheranism and Calvinism in 
the principality became relatively. stable with the Calvinists constituting 
slightly over 20 per cent of the population (see Table 52). Dutch became the 
official language of municipal government, law, and the Church in Emden 
and remained so down to the.end of the Napoleonic era. 

By 1595, Holland had established a strong Generality presence in the 
north-east and on the Ems, and quashed efforts to create a Frisian 
condominium in the area. The Roordists,, who resented the affront to 
Frisian pride as well as the growing tax burden imposed from The Hague, 
repaid Oldenbarnevelt (whom they held responsible for this outcome) with 
the most virulent hostility.2* But the Roordists had not yet abandoned hope 
of Frisian hegemony in the north. Frisian troops continued to garrison 
Coevorden and the key fortresses of Bourtange and Bellingwolde, control- 
ling the frontier lordships of Wedde, and Westerwolde, Generality Lands 
on the eastern frontier beyond the jurisdiction of the new province of 
Groningen (see Map 8). But there was also much antipathy to Frisian 
aspirations in Groningen, Drenthe, and Overijssel. In the States General 
these provinces jointly challenged Friesland’s right to garrison Coevorden, 
and Wedde-Westerwolde. At the same time, Overijssel and Drenthe 
quarrelled over Coevorden.* 

Oldenbarnevelt’s solution to this conundrum marked a new stage in the 
formation of the Republic. In November 1596, the States General laid down 
that all frontier fortresses garrisoned on behalf of the Generality and lying 
outside Holland, Zeeland, Friesland, and Groningen should henceforth, 
while remaining on the répartitions of particular provinces, no longer be 
controlled and administered by those provinces but by the Raad van Siate, 
on behalf of the States General.*> This was a crucial step towards creating 
a genuinely federal army, and defence policy, for most major fortresses were 
situated outside the four provinces, in States Flanders, Brabant, Gelderland, 
Overijssel, Drenthe, and Wedde-Westerwolde, forming a great arc shielding 
the Republic on the landward side. This now became a federally controlled 
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cordon, administered and supplied by the -Raad van State rather than a 
string of: segments pertaining to particular provinces. As part of this change, 
Willem‘ Lodewijk was made Stadholder also of Wedde and Westerwolde. 

The Republic’s second great offensive took place in 1597 with the Spanish 
army of Flanders still tied down on the French frontier. Maurits advanced 
first along the Rhine, capturing Rheinberg, the ‘whore of war’ which served 
the Spaniards as: their main crossing-point on the great river. With this, 
the remaining Spanish strongholds north of the Rhine—Grol, Oldenzaal, 
Enschedé, Bredevoort, Ootmarsum, and Lingen—were cut off. Maurits next 
took Grol, Oldenzaal, and Enschedé, .and then crossed into the German 
Empire, sending troops north and south to occupy the counties of Lingen 
and Moers. The capture of the great fortress of Lingen, after the arrival of 
artillery (which Maurits shipped round by sea, past the Wadden Islands and 
Emden), extended Dutch hegemony further up the Ems valley.** Possession 
of Grol completed the elimination of Spanish power from eastern Gelder- 
land, and-of Oldenzaal and Enschedé, from Overijssel. Again the campaign 
was notable for the efficiency of Maurits’s transportation—with. whole 
armies being moved swiftly on fleets of river barges——his sophisticated siege 
techniques, and the use of large quantities of artillery to reduce strongholds 
quickly.*> Grol, though well supplied and garrisoned,: surrendered after a 
fortnight. 

: After a quarter of a century what initially had been a precarious strip of 
rebel territory had become one of the great powers of Europe. By 1597, the 
Dutch standing army was the most proficient technically of any in Europe 
‘and the second largest after the Spanish. The navy too gained greatly in 
power and size during’the 1590s, tightening the Dutch grip.on the Scheldt 
and Ems estuaries and the States General’s blockade. of the Flemish sea 
ports. Consideration also began to be given to using Dutch sea power 
further afield. Yet it-cannot be denied that the spectacular military achieve- 
ments of the Republic between 1590 and 1597 were possible only because 
Spain was distracted by the struggle in France:.Could the United Provinces 
stand their ground should the Spanish monarch extricate himself from that 
entanglement? 

Over the winter of 1597-8 Oldenbarnevelt. anxiously watched the progress 
-of the Franco-Spanish peace talks-which led to the conclusion of the treaty 
of Vervins (May 1598). Shortly before the peace, Oldenbarnevelt decided to 
head a States General extraordinary embassy to the French court in person 
to secure what he could for Dutch interests in what for the Republic was a 


* Ter Kuile, ‘Graafschap Lingen’, 17. 3 Van Meteren, Historie, vi. 462-4. 


254 The Early Golden Age, ‘1588-1647 


worrying new situation.» The party, which among others included the 
young Hugo Grotius (who was already gaining renown as a brilliant young 
scholar), and Francois van Aerssen, the formidable son of the griffier of the 
States General, joined the French court at Angers. Oldenbarnevelt, pre- 
occupied with Dutch concerns, avoided interfering (as the Huguenots 
wished him to) in the negotiations between the French Reformed Churches 
and the king, which were to result in the Edict of Nantes. Holland’s 
Advocate preferred to use such leverage as he possessed to gain maximum 
assistance for the Republic rather than added concessions for French 
Protestants. Nor was he eager to risk inviting French pressure on behalf of 
Catholic worship in the United Provinces. Seeing that he could not prevent 
the pending Franco-Spanish peace, Oldenbarnevelt concentrated on obtain- 
ing as large a package of financial aid as possible.?’ At their final meeting, 
on 28 April 1598, Henri promised to continue subsidizing the Dutch war 
effort to the tune of a million écus over the next four years. 

Philip II, meanwhile, old and close to death, seeing no prospect of 
regaining his rebellious provinces in the foreseeable future, by force .of arms, 
sought to create a new political framework in the Low Countries which 
would enable the Spanish Crown to extricate itself from the struggle without 
excessive loss of prestige or abandoning its military base in the south. Under 
his will, the king assigned the ‘obedient provinces’ to his daughter Isabella 
and her Austrian Habsburg husband, the Archduke Albert. These were to 
be joint rulers in Brussels and became known as the ‘Archdukes’. However, 
the sovereignty Philip assigned them was largely nominal. The Spanish army 
of Flanders, paid for mainly from the Spanish revenues, .was to remain; and 
its commanders and soldiery, including the governors of the fortress towns, 
continued to swear their oaths of allegiance to the new king Philip III 
(1598-1621), who paid and controlled them.2* Armed.and subsidized. by 
Madrid, the south Netherlands of Albert and Isabella continued: to.-be 
generally perceived: as a dependency of ‘Spain:: Moreover, should the 
‘Archdukes’ produce no legitimate heir, as already: seemed likely, -Philip’s 
will stipulated that the southern: provinces would, on. Albert’s death, revert 
to direct rule by the king of Spain. 

Nevertheless, ceding the south to the ‘Archdukes’ made it easier to search 
for a compromise intended to end the war in the -Low Countries.» Besides 
this, the new king and his favourite, the duke of:Lerma, faced formidable 
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financial difficulties and were. less inflexible in their attitude to the religious 
and political rebellion in the north Netherlands than Philip had been. The 
peace initiative launched by the Archdukes, and Lerma, in 1599 amazed 
Europe.-Spain and the Archdukes showed that they were ready to go quite 
far towards accepting: what had occurred since 1572 in order to end the 
conflict. Albert offered to accept most of the political and religious changes 
which had taken place and recognize Maurits as Stadholder of Holland, 
Zeeland, Utrecht, Gelderland, and Overijssel.” Yet, despite this, there was 
probably never much likelihood that the peace talks which now commenced 
would. succeed. Given Spain’s position in Europe, and role as principal 
protector of the Catholic Church, it was impossible for Lerma and the 
Archdukes to settle without substantial face-saving concessions from the 
Dutch. In particular the. de jure sovereignty of the Archdukes (and thus 
ultimately of. Spain) over the north would have to be acknowledged,*’ and 
something conceded to the Catholic Church. But, from:the outset, Olden- 
barnevelt and Maurits were adamant that they would, and could, not 
compromise the sovereign independence of the United Provinces or make 
any concession to Catholic worship.” The Dutch side nevertheless re- 
sponded to the peace-feelers:from Brussels so as to coax the other side as 
far as they would go. The main significance of the negotiations of 1598-9 is 
that they fostered the illusion that peace was around the corner, reducing 
the likelihood: of an imminent Spanish offensive. 

At the commencement of the new reign, the Spanish monarchy found 
itself at a critical turning-point. But the Republic also faced a harsh 
dilemma. If the war continued, with France and Spain at peace and the 
English war effort slackening, the. United Provinces’ future would ‘be 
increasingly uncertain and dangerous.* Spain was now free to shift the full 
weight.of her might against the Republic. Even. if the Spaniards failed to 
make serious inroads into Dutch territory, the Republic would be forced to 
increase spending.on its army and defences, just to keep the enemy at bay. 
Under increased pressure, the newly won cohesion: and prosperity of the 
Republic might both turn out to be more illusory rather than real. Yet 
precisely because :Oldenbarnevelt and Maurits knew the dangers, and 
the Republic’s underlying. fragility, they felt that they could not risk the 
unsettling: effects of compromise with Spain and the Catholic Church. 
The Republic’s leaders, like those of any small country under siege, had 


“ CODOIN xiliii. 27-30. 

4" Deventer, Gedenkstukken, ii. 283-4. 

© Lettres de Buzanval, 289-90. 

® Barendrecht, Francois van Aerssen, 18-19. 


256 The Early Golden Age, 1588-1647 


developed a siege mentality steeped in suspicion of anything apt to weaken 
barriers, lessen vigilance, and blur dividing-lines. 

The secret negotiations between the two sides were accompanied by a 
flurry of rumour and counter-rumour and an elaborate propaganda en- 
counter in both print and engravings, though the latter appeared only in the 
north, which suggests that there was greater interest in reaching unsophisti- 
cated folk there than was the case in the south. The encounter began in the 
spring of 1598 with a pamphlet published in the south addressed to 
‘Holland’, calling on the Hollanders to return to obedience to their king and 
enable the Netherlands to resume being one country again.“ This touched 
off an exchange which continued for months. Holland’s various replies to 
the ‘subjugated provinces’ were accompanied by illustrations using the 
familiar symbols of the visual propaganda developed since 1572: the Dutch 
lion, the metal collar of subjugation, a deceitful king encased in armour, and 
a Pope presented as the real power behind the Spanish throne. A constant 
objective of this publicity. was to identify the south in the popular mind with 
the Pope, Catholicism, and intolerance. Holland’s first rejoinder included:.a 
depiction of the execution of Anneke. Utenhoven, .an Anabaptist woman 
buried alive at Brussels in July 1597, who was in fact the last person ever 
executed for heresy in the south Netherlands. though no one could know 
that in 1598.* But the principal theme of the Dutch propaganda was that 
the olive-branch offered by the ‘subjugated provinces’ was merely .a deceitful 
stratagem designed to put the collar of slavery back.on the Dutch lion 
through stealth. 

This certainly echoed the prevailing sentiment among the leadership in the 
north. The English members of the Raad van State assured Queen Elizabeth 
that, at The Hague, the Archduke’s peace proposals were ‘altogether 
distrusted as pernicious, and helde full of practice to bring upon them-here 
the inconveniences which they feare as apparent to fall out upon the least 
treatie or conference of accord, holdinge the very notion thereof dangerous, 
so as there is no doubt to be had that. they will not hearken to any such 
offers be they. never so glorious and smoothe’. 

This was correct. Dutch intransigence stemmed not from lack of imagina- 
tion, or desire to prolong the war for its own sake, or acquire more territory. 
It was, rather, a typical symptom of a hard-won domestic stability which 
remained complex and fragile. Catholic allegiance in Holland. and: Utrecht 
was now slowly reviving. Internecine tensions among the provinces were 
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acute. Much of the Republic had only recently been conquered and there is 
no doubt that areas such as Twenthe, Grol, and the city of Groningen were 
of dubious loyalty and could be kept quiescent only by force. Worse still, 
there were alarming splits within provinces, especially Friesland, Groningen, 
and Overijssel. For the moment it seemed less risky for the Republic to face 
the full might of the Spanish empire on her own than agree to compromise, 
and interaction, with the south Netherlands, and all the dangers that would 
entail. 

With the Franco-Spanish war at an end, the Spanish army in the Low 
Countries was, for a time, unsettled by chronic shortage of cash, recurrent 
mutinies, and the rumours of peace. The Dutch army, by contrast, buoyed 
by its recent successes, was at a peak of readiness. Consequently, Oldenbar- 
nevelt and the regents decided on a major thrust into Flanders to exploit the 
situation before Albert managed to restore discipline. This ambitious but 
risky undertaking originated in the States of Zeeland, where it was felt that 
something ought to-be done to disrupt the building of a network of Spanish 
forts facing Cadzand. At the same time both Zeeland and Holland were 
worried by the increase in privateering attacks on their shipping, launched 
from Dunkirk. Oldenbarnevelt approved a plan to strike deep, along the 
Flemish coast. Willem Lodewijk objected that such a thrust into enemy 
territory meant needlessly risking the army.‘”? Maurits seems initially to have 
been in. two minds about the scheme. 

The decision to invade Flanders also stemmed partly from the Dutch 
leadership’s anxieties over the precarious situation in the north-east. There 
had not yet been time to repair, and strengthen, the strongholds captured 
by Maurits so as to form a viable defensive barrier. The continuing political 
difficulties in Groningen were clearly dangerous. The States General, having 
failed to end the bickering between the Ommelands and city, in March 1599 
set up another commission to review the city’s staple rights, which recom- 
mended curtailing the city’s privileges in favour of the Ommelands. At this 
point the city ceased all co-operation with the Generality, provincial States, 
and Stadholder.® Alarmed lest Groningen might again, as in 1580, act as a 
‘bridge’ for the restoration of Spanish power in the north-east, the States 
General, prompted by Holland (and with the approval of the Ommelands), 
sent troops into the city in the spring of 1600, to disarm the citizenry and 
construct. a citadel within the walls to overawe the populace.” Ironically, 
this citadel, manned by. 800 troops under the Ommelander jonker Caspar 
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van. Ewsum,.drost of Drenthe, was constructed on the very site of the 
fortress Alva had built thirty years before, for the same purpose. 

Meanwhile, the rift in Friesland festered: also. The two richer quarters, 
Oostergo and Westergo, Roordist in sentiment, were bitterly at odds with 
Zevenwolden and the eleven towns, which backed the Stadholder. Zeven- 
wolden and the towns resented the dominance of the other quarters, which 
they feared would be-used (among other things) to heap an unfair propor- 
tion of the province’s tax quota on them.*° In 1600, the States of Friesland 
split in two. One faction, meeting at Leeuwarden, supported Willem 
Lodewijk, accusing the Frisian nobles of trying to enslave the towns, while 
the other, opposed to the Stadholder, met at Franeker, accusing the towns 
of seeking to enslave the countryside. So bitter was the quarrel that Albert 
and his advisers, in Brussels, became hopeful that Friesland was about to 
plunge into civil war. At the same time, conflict ensued in Drenthe between 
Willem: Lodewijk and the province’s nobles on one side, and the drost, 
Caspar van Ewsum, and non-noble substantial farmers, on the other.*' 
Besides all this, the States General were alarmed by the. attitude of the new 
count of East Friesland, Enno III (1599-1625), who was even- more 
militantly Lutheran, anti-Calvinist, and pro-Spanish than his father.* 

Against this background, the Republic hurled its forces into Flanders. 
Shipping his troops across. the Scheldt, opposite Flushing, Maurits ad- 
vanced along the coast towards Dunkirk. But no sooner did he invade than 
the mutinies paralysing the army of Flanders ceased, enabling the Archduke 
to muster 10,000 crack troops and march towards the Dutch with an élan 
which shook their nerve. Maurits was caught in a situation to which he was 
totally unaccustomed. His officers lapsed into a state of near panic. If forced 
to fight a pitched battle in the open, which now seemed likely, they knew 
their troops lacked the cutting edge and flair of the Spaniards. It became 
transparent what a momentous risk Oldenbarnevelt had taken, gambling the 
army, and with it the survival of the Republic, for rewards which now 
seemed unobtainable. 

During the campaign, Oldenbarnevelt and a committee of the : States 
General took up residence at Ostend, the last remaining rebel enclave west 
of Cadzand. Their purpose was to'supervise the army and Maurits’s tactics. 
Throughout its history, the Republic was to. insist. that. key military 
decisions, affecting the Republic’s most vital ‘interests, were too important 
to be left to the military command alone. But, as the full gravity of the 
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situation emerged, tempers frayed and a bitter row erupted between Maurits 
and Oldenbarnevelt, their first open clash. The Flanders campaign of 1600 
was not the only occasion in the history of the Republic when the Holland 
regents, against their normal habits, took stupendous risks. They were to do 
sO again in 1688. But since 1574 never did the Republic lurch closer to 
disaster than during the summer of 1600. 

‘Worsted in skirmishes and cornered, Maurits was forced on 2 July 1600 
to stake all on a pitched battle on the beaches near Nieuwpoort. The 
Spanish infantry, still the finest in Europe, pushed their enemy relentlessly 
back along the dunes. Their military prowess was such that the Dutch would 
surely have broken but for the years of methodical drill, inculcating the 
difficult manceuvre of falling back slowly without breaking formation or 
hindering the fighting effectiveness of the front lines. Hour after hour the 
Dutch fell slowly back until the Spaniards tired. Two further features of the 
military reforms helped save the Republic’s army:” the wooden mats 
enabling the Dutch gunners (unlike the Spaniards) to keep moving their 
artillery, and firing, without the guns sinking into the sand, and the principle 
of keeping part of the army uncommitted in reserve until the decisive 
moment. Maurits waited until the Spaniards faltered, with the setting sun in 
their eyes, and then hit them with his cavalry head on, scattering them im all 
directions. The unthinkable had happened: the proud Spanish veterans had 
been routed by their confessed inferiors, in a pitched battle. It was the 
supreme vindication of method over force. 

But Nieuwpoort was a hollow victory. It left the Dutch on the wrong side 
of the main Spanish army, dangerously exposed. Also the battle confirmed 
that the Spaniards, once organized, were still basically the stronger side. 
Maurits failed to take Nieuwpoort and, despite Oldenbarnevelt’s insistence 
that the army had to capture something, to justify the scale, and expense, of 
the invasion, deemed prudence the better part of valour and ordered a 
humiliating withdrawal. To add to Dutch dismay, a fleet of twelve royal 
warships and privateers slipped out of Dunkirk and ravaged the North Sea 
herring grounds during August, destroying thirty-six herring busses or over 
10 per cent of the roughly 300 busses of the South Holland herring fleet. 

Over the next four years the situation was one of stalemate. The Dutch 
held the Spaniards at bay. But, to do so, they had to expand their army, 
undertake costly new fortifications, and step up military expenditure dra- 
matically. Albert and the Spanish commanders, for their part, decided, 
before attempting to penetrate north of the rivers, to remove the thorn in 
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their side and reduce Ostend. Both sides committed men :and resources to 
the siege of Ostend in such profusion that before long it became an enduring 
symbol of the Low Countries struggle and, for reasons of prestige, it became 
impossible to withdraw. By March 1602, the Anglo-Dutch garrison had 
risen to 5,675 men. Ambrosio Spinola, the brilliant new commander’of. the 
army of Flanders, neglected his other fronts, staking all on. what became 
known as the new siege of Troy. Noblemen converged from all over Europe 
to imbibe the new military techniques:in this windswept university. of war. 
The siege lasted three years and eighty days. 

By expanding their forces, the Dutch could. profit from Spinola’s: absorp- 
tion in Ostend, while simultaneously holding Count Enno in check. The 
Dutch army grew from 35,000 men, in 1599, to $1,000, by 1607. In: 1602 
Enno, backed by Spain and the Emperor Rudolph, besieged Emden. ‘The 
Dutch sent in more troops and forced the count back. Under a new treaty, 
signed in 1603, he was again. obliged to accept indefinite Dutch: occupation 
of Emden and the primacy of the Reformed Church in the town. Mean- 
while, Maurits captured the fortress town of Grave, in northern Brabant, in 
September 1602. His attempt on ’s-Hertogenbosch, at Holland’s prompting, 
in 1603 failed, but the following year, before the fall of Ostend, he scored a 
major success on the Scheldt estuary, taking Sluis before Spinola could 
relieve it, with the forts the Spaniards had erected around the town, as well 
as IJzendijk and Aardenburg. 

Ostend capitulated on 22 September 1604..Even though Spain’s victory 
had been deprived of much of its glitter by the recent Dutch successes, 
elaborate celebrations were mounted throughout the south, Spinola’s 
triumph being presented as a sign of the Catholic: Church resurgent. The 
States of Zeeland replied with commemorative medals proclaiming Ostend 
a divine instrument for delivering Sluis, Grave, and Aardenburg to the 
Dutch.* One effect of the fall of Ostend was a substantial displacement of 
Protestant population. For the town comprised the last sizeable Protestant 
community in Flanders and no one was allowed to remain unless willing to 
reconvert to the Catholic faith. Most departed with the soldiers, many 
settling in Sluis and Aardenburg, which were now strongly garrisoned, as 
the shield of the Scheldt, and chief Reformed foothold in Flanders.” 

The Spanish revival materialized above the rivers only in 1605. But the 
consequences of the developments of 1605-6 were dramatic strategically, 
politically, religiously, and for economic life. Spinola began by pretending 
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to besiege Sluis. Then, breaking camp on 24 July 1605, he swept across 
north Brabant, leaving Maurits and the States army far in his rear. Crossing 
the Rhine, and then the Minsterland, via Coesfeld, he appeared on 8 
August with 15,000 men before Oldenzaal, an astonishing feat. Pro-Catholic 
and lightly defended, the town promptly opened its gates. Next Spinola’s 
vanguard. appeared before Lingen. Ten days later both fortress town and 
county were in his hands. In under a fortnight Spinola had seriously dented 
the. States General’s previously (since 1597) unchallenged sway over the 
Dutch-German borderlands. With strong Spanish garrisons ensconced at 
Lingen and Oldenzaal, the States General’s forces were obliged to abandon 
the whole Twenthe quarter and pull back on the [Jssel.% 

Dutch. worries turned to virtual panic the following year. Sallying forth in 
July 1606 (the month of Rembrandt’s birth), Spinola reappeared north of 
the Rhine, as he.advanced gathering reinforcements sent by the new 
Habsburg governor of Lingen, Philippe de Croy, and the count of East 
Friesland. This time he invaded the Zutphen quarter of Gelderland, captur- 
ing the fortress towns of Grol and Bredevoort while at the same time 
securing Rheinberg on the Rhine. He then advanced towards the [Jssel, 
capturing Lochem and threatening both Zutphen and Deventer, plunging 
the entire Republic in turmoil. Fast-days and special services for the saving 
of the United Provinces were recited in the public churches throughout the 
Republic. For, by reaching the [Jssel, Spinola showed that not just the 
Zutphen quarter but the interior of the Republic, the Veluwe and beyond, 
was still vulnerable to Spanish attack.*° Troops were rushed to the IJssel 
from distant garrisons in Brabant along with bands of civic militia, 200 
Amsterdammers arriving in Zwolle, 200 Utrechters in Deventer, and 100 
men of Enkhuizen in Steenwijk. But Spinola, satisfied with the shock he had 
administered to the entire Dutch state, did not cross the IJssel and, after a 
while, withdrew. 

Maurits and Oldenbarnevelt next resolved on a highly unusual autumn 
campaign to try to plug the yawning gap in their defences. The Stadholder 
retook Lochem but failed in his siege of Grol (November 1606), which had 
been strongly garrisoned and filled with supplies sent from Lingen, a major 
gathering-point, being on the River Ems, not just for recruits, horses, and 
foodstuffs but wagons and munitions. 

The result of the Spanish gains in 1605-6 was that the whole of the 
Twenthe and Zutphen quarters, and some adjoining areas, were now once 
again brought under the Spanish ‘contribution’ system whereby undefended 
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villages and small towns paid a tribute in return for exemption from pillage 
and disruption. With Spanish cavalry patrolling the entire region, ‘contribu- 
tion’ money was regularly paid from 1606 right down to 1633, when the 
Spaniards lost Rheinberg, their last major base on the lower Rhine. Twenthe 
was assessed at a slightly higher rate than the Zutphen quarter. Count 
Hendrik van Bergh (whom Spinola left in charge at Grol, in 1606) found 
himself, as a leading Gelderland titled lord, in the curious position of 
exacting ‘contribution’ from the county of Bergh—’s-Heerenberg being in 
the hands of States’ troops—which was his own family’s ancient possession. 
The county of Bergh contributed about one-eighth of the 2,000 guilders paid 
by the Zutphen quarter to the Spaniards every six months.” Borculo- 
Lichtenvoorde, which Spain deemed to belong to Minster, was initially 
exempted but ‘contribution’ was levied from the villages there too, from 
1616, when the States General ejected the: Munsterites and: occupied the 
towns (see p. 387 below). 

Manurits’s unsuccessful attempt to recover Grol was the last land campaign 
of the first part of the Eighty Years War. A stalemate had been reached 
which was consolidated by the Dutch-Spanish armistice signed the following 
spring and which opened the way to the more forma! negotiations which led 
to the signing of the Twelve Years Truce in 1609. The borders of the 
Republic temporarily froze in 1606 and were not again to change until after 
the war resumed in 1621, giving Spain and the Catholic Church a respite in 
which to build on their support around the Republic’s eastern fringes. 


THE FIXED GARRISON SYSTEM 


Spinola’s chief purpose, in his campaigns of 1605-6, was to wage psycho- 
logical warfare, making the whole eastern frontier of the Republic insecure. 
To consolidate his conquests, the Archdukes, and Spanish Crown, spent a 
good deal refurbishing and manning the captured strongholds. Rheinberg, 
placed under a Spanish governor, was garrisoned with over 2,000 troops. In 
1608, the Spanish garrison at Oldenzaal, controlling Twenthe, comprised 
2,500 men. With comparably large Spanish garrisons at Grol and Lingen, 
and the count of East Friesland openly hostile, the States General had no 
alternative to embarking on a vast and costly programme of new fortifica- 
tions along the entire eastern, as well as southern, border of the Republic, 
creating a huge defensive ring extending from Delfzijl, on the Ems estuary, 
to Cadzand, at the mouth of the Scheldt (see Map 9). 
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Map 9. The Dutch defensive ring during the Twelve Years Truce 


During the years 1605-8, the States General’s top military engineers, 
including Stevin, surveyed the whole frontier, taking measurements and 
devising the most sophisticated bastions, ravelines, and horn-works Europe 
had yet seen. The new fortifications were designed not only to make the 
Dutch strongholds more secure but also accommodate much larger garri- 
sons than in the past. Between 1588 and 1607, the Dutch standing army 
nearly trebled in size, *' to over 50,000’ men (see Table 7), which meant the 
new structures became home to miuch greater numbers of troops than 
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before. In 1607 Holland alone paid for 30,000 infantry and 4,000 cavalry, 
Zeeland for 7,500 men and Friesland for 6,600. By 1608, with the military 
emergency over and the Truce negotiations under way, the army was 
reduced to 47,000, and once the Truce took effect, to 29,000." But it was 
clear that should the war resume the army would have to be expanded again 
to at least 50,000 men and possibly considerably more. 


TABLE 7. The major Dutch garrisons in 1607 


Garrison No. of Approx. Province paying 
companies garrison _for garrison 
stationed strength 


in winter 
Breda (Brabant) 26 3,000 Holland 
Grave (Brabant) 23 2,700 Utrecht 
Doesburg (Gelderland) 22 2,600 Holland 
Nijmegen (Gelderland) 21 2,500 Holland 
Bergen-op-Zoom (Brabant) 19 2,300 ? 
Zutphen (Gelderland) 16 2,000 Gelderland 
Sluis (Flanders) 16 2,000 Zeeland 
Bredevoort (Gelderland) 14 1,700 ? 
Coevorden (Drenthe) 12 1,600 Friesland/Groningen 
Aardenburg (Flanders) I2 1,500 Zeeland 
Deventer (Overijssel) ? ? ‘ 
Heusden (Holland) 8 1,000 Holland 
Willemstad (Brabant) 7 900 Holland 
Geertruidenberg (Holland) 7 800 Holland 
Bourtange (Wedde) 6 800 Friesland/Groningen 
Schenkenschans (Cleves) 4 550 Holland 
Steenwijk (Overijssel) 4 550 ? 
Lillo (Brabant) 4 550 ? 
Moers (Moers) 3 400 
Bellingwolde (Wedde) 3 400 Friesland/Groningen 
Delfzijl (Groningen) ae ? ? 


Source: Ten Raa and De Bas, Staatsche leger, ii. 396-401. 


Some strongholds in the defensive ring, such as Delfzijl, had acquired 
formidable fortifications in the years following the 1591 offensive. But 
between 1597 and 1605 there. was less urgency and the pace had slackened. 
Also, where new fortifications were built in the early 1590s these were now 
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too small and had to be extended, as at Bourtange, a key stronghold on the 
north-east border, where elaborate and stronger bastions, encompassing a 
much larger area, were constructed in 1606-7. Several fortresses—Grol, 
Grave, Sluis, and Aardenburg—had only been captured recently so that 
repairs and construction of new bastions and ravelines had in any case only 
just begun.® Elsewhere, as at Zutphen, reconstruction began in 1591 and 
then continued through the early seventeenth century.“ At Coevorden the 
Raad van State had been drawing up plans to extend the fortifications since 
the early 1590s but only commenced work in response to Spinola’s offensive 
of 1605. 

Most of the cost of the new fortifications and expanded garrisons was 
borne by Holland, Zeeland, Friesland, and Utrecht, which were also the 
provinces geographically distant from the defensive ring. Five-sixths of the 
resources which made possible the refurbishment of the strongholds and 
enlargement of the army were thus transferred from the inner core of the 
Republic to the periphery, where the fortresses were located, troops accom- 
modated, and artillery and munitions stored. In many garrison towns, 
including Sluis, -Aardenburg, IJzendijk, Bergen-op-Zoom, Steenbergen, 
Breda, Geertruidenberg, Willemstad, Grave, Coevorden, Bourtange, and 
Doesburg, the garrison was the main, or only, economic activity in the 
town, so that the enormous expansion of garrisons between 1591 and 1609 
profoundly affected every aspect of society and culture throughout the outer 
defensive ring. The size of the population and general vitality of all the 
towns was to a very large degree dependent on the size of the fixed 
garrison.® 

In the outer periphery of the Republic, fixed garrisons evolved during the 
period 1591-1609 into one of the chief factors shaping social, economic, and 
cultural conditions. Garrisons and their commanders spent the money 
transferred from the core provinces not only on construction, food, muni- 
tions, boots, and saddles, but wine, and elegant attire, for officers and great 
quantities of beer for the men. Even in small garrison towns, taverns, 
gambling, and prostitution proliferated. Of course, the men also had 
spiritual needs—and some had families, so that a whole generation of 
fortress churches were constructed, often of a rather makeshift character 
but, in some cases, of significance in architectural development. The church 
at Willemstad built in the years 1597-1607 is considered the first large, 
purpose-built Protestant church in the Netherlands. Soldiers in taverns and 
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guardrooms became as familiar, and fundamental, in the Dutch periphery 
as ships and seamen on the maritime seaboard. If the seascape came first, 
by the 1620s Dutch painters were also regularly painting soldiers in inns and 
brothels and, by the 1640s, frequently. in guardrooms. Pieter de Hoogh 
concentrated in the early part of his career, in the 1640s, on painting 
guardroom scenes. 

One of the social effects of the fixed garrison system was the creation of 
a new type of military aristocracy, consisting of men, usually of lesser noble 
origin, who through long service, ability, and loyalty to the Republic: rose 
to the powerful position of governor, or deputy governor, of a garrison 
town. These had to be reliable, experienced men in whom the Stadholder 
had confidence. Though rarely wealthy to begin with, responsibility for large 
sums of money, and quantities of stores, enabled them to become rich as 
military governors. The governor’s residence was not only a principal house 
in these towns but usually the centre of social life and refined culture as well. 
Whereas most of the troops of the Dutch standing army were German, 
French, English, or Scots, rather than Dutch, the military governors tended 
to be either Dutch nobles or refugee noblemen from the south Netherlands 
driven north, with William the Silent, in the early 1580s. They remained in 
charge of the towns to which they were appointed for long periods and 
developed strong links with citizenry with which they might well have a 
prior connection. Justinus van Nassau, governor of Breda for a quarter of 
a century (1601-25), who appears in Velazquez’s famous painting of the 
surrender of Breda, in 1625, was an illegitimate son of William the Silent by 
the daughter of a Breda burgher. Marcelis Bacx, governor of Bergen- 
op-Zoom for eleven years (1606-17), was himself a North Brabanter, 
his father, son of a high official of the States of Brabant, having supported the 
Revolt and become governor of Heusden (1578-87). Caspar van Ewsum, the 
Ommelander jonker appointed drost of Drenthe by the States General, was 
governor of Coevorden for nearly half a century until his death in 1639.” 

Most garrisons stood on the répartition of one or another province, and 
inevitably close ties evolved between garrison towns and the provinces 
which financed them. Thus, Sluis was garrisoned by Zeeland, and Breda by 
Holland, while Grave was allocated to Utrecht. The garrisons on the lower 
Rhine were also mainly paid for by Holland. However, the situation was 
somewhat different on the north-eastern border where the potential ascend- 
ancy of Friesland, and opposition to this of Groningen and Overijssel, 
enabled Holland to impose mixed garrisoning, notably at Bourtange and 
Bellingwolde where the garrisons were the joint responsibility of Friesland 
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and Groningen.” In the case of strongholds located. on the territory of one 
of the seven voting provinces, such as Arnhem, Zutphen, and Nijmegen in 
Gelderland, or Heusden or Geertruidenberg in Holland, it was automat- 
ically the right of:that province to appoint the garrison commander.® 


THE DUTCH MILITARY REFORMS AND 
THEIR EUROPEAN SIGNIFICANCE 


The army reforms undertaken in the 1590s by Maurits, Willem Lodewijk, 
and the Raad van State, backed by Holland and the States General, are 
rightly held to be a turning-point in the history of soldiering and military 
organization. The so-called Military Revolution of the sixteenth and seven- 
teenth centuries was a broad phenomenon encompassing new types of 
fortification, larger and better disciplined armies, greater resources, and 
more complex logistics, a process which began in Italy in the fifteenth 
century and culminated with a further phase of rationalization, including 
the adoption of uniforms, in the age of Louis XIV.. But within this larger 
process, the Dutch military reforms of the 1590s were pivotal, introducing 
basic changes which were then widely adopted all over Europe. 

While part of the wider ‘military Revolution’, the Dutch reforms must 
also be seen as a product of the specific circumstances of the Low Countries 
Wars. Because the struggle in the Netherlands was exceptionally static after 
1585, society had to adjust, as it never had previously in Europe, to 
maintaining large numbers of soldiers stationed among the civilian popula- 
tion, in garrison towns and densely populated districts. Furthermore, these 
concentrations were frequently close to busy trade routes and waterways, 
including two of the Republic’s most vital estuaries. Ail this posed unpre- 
cedented problems of organization and logistics. At the same time it created 
a new sedentary military life-style with infrequent bouts of fighting, necessit- 
ating a drastic revision of many traditional features of soldiering, and placed 
a premium on the prompt payment of troops at regular intervals.® 

Certain aspects of the Dutch military reforms were so specific to the Low 
Countries context that they did not subsequently have any wider European 
application. For behind the. Dutch reforms was not simply an impulse to 
improve military efficiency but also,-and no less important, to protect civil 
society from disruption by soldiers. Burgomasters and regents insisted that 
the soldiery be subordinated to civilian priorities and requirements and that 
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the citizenry be effectively protected. Thus, from the outset, the Dutch 
military reforms, in their relation. to civil society, differed fundamentally 
from, for example, the later militarism of Brandenburg-Prussia even though, 
superficially, the latter was heavily indebted to Dutch example and methods. 
It is true that under Maurits and his successor Frederik Hendrik (1625-47), 
soldiers who committed offences against civilians, in towns, were still subject 
to military courts and discipline. But this was designed to meet civilian 
requirements and, in 1651, even this was reversed and soldiers’ misdemea- 
nours against civilians committed in the towns brought under the jurisdic- 
tion of the civilian authorities. 

At the heart of the Dutch reforms was the need to protect civil society 
through tighter discipline and regular payment of the troops at relatively 
short intervals. The States General’s frequently reprinted code of military 
conduct was first published in 1590.” The articles of discipline were read out 
to all recruits and read out anew, each year, at the outset of the campaigning 
season. Special military judicial officials were posted in the garrisons to 
ensure enforcement. For lesser breaches of discipline such as rowdyism, 
stealing, and engaging in economic activities reserved to members of civic 
guilds, soldiers were locked up or fined. For more serious breaches, 
including abduction and rape, they faced the death sentence. Both Maurits 
and Frederik Hendrik regularly hanged soldiers for rape. Curbing sexual 
assault was indeed as essential as the new concept of frequent payment if 
there were to be smooth and orderly relations between military and civil 
society. The Venetian ambassador noted with surprise, in 1620, that Dutch 
towns, unlike most others, actually applied to have garrisons quartered in 
them since the economic benefits outweighed any disruption and the 
citizenry were unperturbed at seeing their wives and daughters in close 
proximity to large numbers of soldiers.”’ One result .of the regularization of 
relations between the military and civil society was the discreet prostitution 
that flourished even in small garrison towns. 

This concern with preventing disorder, pilfering, and rape by. soldiers 
manifested itself in many contexts. When Groningen capitulated, in 1594, 
only a few contingents were allowed into the city and were quartered in 
specially assigned confiscated cloisters. No pillage or retribution of any sort 
was tolerated. Even the stripping of the images and altars from the churches 
by the troops was carried out methodically, under the supervision of the 
‘Stadholder.” 
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The orderliness, and discipline, which became the hallmarks of Dutch 
military practice, derived as much. from the social and cultural circum- 
stances of the fixed garrisons as any specifically military innovations. Troops 
in fixed garrisons, on interminable guard duty, needed a set repertoire of 
military exercises and duties to replace the marauding, foraging, and raiding 
of old. They also needed to demonstrate their discipline, and rigorous code, 
to the civilians to whom they were constantly on view. But, equally, the 
growing complexity of warfare, and advent of more sophisticated tactics, 
necessitated new forms of drill. A pre-eminent example is the introduction 
of the ‘countermarch’ system of deploying infantry armed with arquebuses 
and muskets.” In 1594 Willem Lodewijk first proposed the ‘volley’ tech- 
nique, with successive lines of infantry moving through each other’s ranks, 
firing volleys in turn, remarking that he derived the idea from studying the 
ancient Roman method of hurling javelin volleys. As with the Romans, the 
key to success with this method, which was to revolutionize battlefield 
tactics throughout Europe, was to train troops to exacting standards with 
constant drill. For without it, attempting such complex manceuvres in 
combat was bound to degenerate into chaos. 

The emphasis on discipline necessitated by fixed garrisons, ‘counter- 
march’, and volley-firing in turn created a need for standardization. of 
weaponry and ammunition, the gains in efficiency from which the Dutch 
were quick to appreciate. Standardization, and the volley concept, also 
generated the requirement for troops to be taught to load, position 
themselves and fire.in a synchronized fashion, leading to intensive loading 
and weapons drill. To inculcate these new disciplines the army was re- 
organized into smaller formations so that junior officers could continually 
put manageable groups through exercises, using illustrated instructions 
drawn up by the high command.” The pictures were published in a finalized 
version, showing forty-two positions for. using arquebuses, and muskets, in 
the famous manual of Jacob de Gheyn. (1607), a work. rapidly translated 
into other European languages. 

The preoccupation with order, and method, infusing the Dutch military 
reforms of the 1590s, arising as it did from social and cultural pressures, was 
intellectually reinforced by the Neostoic ethics and politics of Lipsius and 
other late humanists.’ The conviction that tight military discipline con- 
stituted a benefit for society and a strengthening of the State and its capacity 
successfully to regulate relations between military and civil society, minimizing 

” Parker, Military Revolution, 18-20. 


% Schulten and Schulten, Het leger, 92; Parker, Military Revolution, 20. 
™ Oestreich, Neostoicism, 76-9. 


270 The Early Golden: Age, 1588-1647 


disruption, pervaded the thought-world of the age and clearly appealed to 
Maurits, Willem Lodewijk, and Oldenbarnevelt. Maurits had studied with 
Lipsius, in 1583-4, and both he and the Frisian Stadholder showed a keen 
interest in Roman, Greek, and humanist discourses on warfare, though 
ironically, Lipsius’ principal work on Roman practice, the De Militia 
Romana (1595-6), appeared first in the Spanish. Netherlands, after his return 
to Leuven, and was dedicated to the future Philip III of Spain. 

Lipsius, the leading intellectual figure of his day, resided in both the north 
and south Netherlands and his ideas were influential in both. This under- 
lines the fact that the emphasis on military discipline, though most. de- 
veloped, and innovative, in the north, was nevertheless a product of 
common circumstances in the Low Countries, and also characterized, from 
the time of Farnese: onwards, and still more under Spinola, the army of 
Flanders. The 1590s were, indeed, a decade of notable military reforms also 
in the south. The regime in Brussels introduced improved procedures for 
feeding the army at that time and, in 1590, adopted a general code of 
military practice which regulated many aspects of garrison life.” After 1598, 
the Archduke Albert’s ambitious programme of building barracks in ’s- 
Hertogenbosch, Geldern, Grol, and other towns was similarly inspired by 
the ‘need to regularize relations between the military and civil society and 
minimize disruption to civilians. 

Manrits’s military reforms, Dutch military science, and Lipsius’ ideas 
were avidly studied, and widely adopted, in Protestant lands and, more 
fragmentarily, also in southern Europe. In 1616, Count Johann of Nassau, 
Maurits’s. cousin, opened a sechola militaris, or military academy, for 
gentlemen at Siegen, where intensive courses were given in the art of war.” 
Maurice of Hesse, a leading figure of the German Protestant Union, was an 
enthusiast and the Union itself promoted the imitation of Dutch methods 
and drill. Various German princes published their own military exercise 
manuals in the early seventeenth century, almost all in some degree 
influenced by the Dutch example. The Great Elector, Friedrich Wilhelm of 
Brandenburg-Prussia (1640-88), the real founder of the Prussian military 
tradition, throughout his life maintained close personal and cultural ties 
-with the court of the Dutch Stadholders and originally learnt his soldiering 
in Dutch army camps.’ 

But, as is well known, the greatest impact of the Dutch military reforms 
was in Sweden, where tight discipline, extended infantry lines, the ‘counter- 
march’ and mobile field artillery were brought to new heights by Gustavus 
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Adolphus and used with devastating effect in the 1630s and 1640s. on the 
battlefields:of Germany. 


THE DUTCH IN EUROPE: 
SKILLS, TECHNOLOGY, AND ENGINEERING 


The centrality of Antwerp’s commercial and financial activity. in European 
life before the Revolt, and sophistication of the skills and industries of the 
south Netherlands, gave rise not only to a diaspora of merchant colonies 
strung out from Lisbon and Seville. to the Baltic but: an even: more 
widespread diaspora of engineers, experts, and the technically skilled. 
Netherlanders with sophisticated expertise of many kinds eventually came 
to. exert an immense impact on European culture and perhaps especially in 
central Europe, Scandinavia, Spain, and, later, Russia. After the emergence 
of a powerful and economically highly successful rebel state in the north 
Netherlands by the 1590s, this extensive diaspora of Netherlanders, like the 
merchant. communities, tended to split along religious and cultural lines. 
Much of it, not only in Spain, Portugal, and Italy, but also:Cologne, Prague, 
and Vienna, assumed a firmly Catholic character.and became chiefly 
orientated towards, and culturally linked to, Antwerp and the reviving south 
Netherlands. But much also became integrated into a Reformed (and 
occasionally, as at Frankfurt and Hamburg, also.a Lutheran) context 
orientated more towards Holland and the Republic. 

This growing rift can be discerned in the making amongst:some of these 
groups. The coterie of scholars, artists, and specialist craftsmen from the 
Low Countries which gathered at Prague and Vienna.during the reign of the 
Emperor Maximilian II (1564-76) and later, was conspicuously, and deeply, 
divided by the dramatic news from their homeland.” Among them were the 
Hollander Hugo Blotius (1534~1608), who became Imperial court librarian 
to Maximilian in 1575, and who, though outwardly a Catholic, showed 
much affinity with. the spiritualism of the House of Love; the Walloon 
botanist Clusius, who later became a professor at Leiden (see p. §72 below); 
and the miniaturist Jacob Hoefnagel, who became a ‘Calvinist in Bohemia 
and later threw in his lot. with the Czech revolt against the Habsburgs in 
1618. 

A particularly bizarre case of a Netherlander:caught between the oppos- 
ing pressures was that of the famous mining entrepreneur, industrialist, and 
financier Hans de Witte. De Witte was:a-Calvinist from Antwerp who 
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remained loyal-to his Protestant faith but who, employing technicians from 
the Low Countries (some of whom were also Protestant), took charge of the 
mines and ironworks on Wallenstein’s estates in Bohemia, and generally 
helped organize the great generalissimo’s resources, thereby becoming a 
crucial cog in the Habsburg military machine during the early stages of the 
Thirty Years War. He ended, after Wallenstein’s assassination, by drowning 
himself in his garden. 

In Spain. and Portugal, countries which were relatively backward techni- 
cally in early. modern times, Catholic Netherlanders had been welcomed 
since the time of Charles V, or earlier, and rapidly achieved prominence in 
not.just the burgeoning commercial world of Seville and Lisbon but many 
spheres where advanced skills were needed, especially printing, drainage, 
and mining, a phenomenon which also soon spread to the Spanish New 
World. Pre-eminent among these Catholic Netherlanders in Spanish Amer- 
ica was the engineer Adriaen Boot, sent out by the Council of the Indies, in 
Madrid, early in the new century to assist: with Mexico City’s severe 
drainage problems. Responsible for New Spain’s most ambitious drainage 
schemes, Boot also designed for the Spanish Crown (and. in 1615-16 
constructed) the Pacific fortress of San Diego at Acapulco, an edifice 
intended specifically to counter the Dutch maritime threat. 

Expertise in drainage and land reclamation acquired in the Netherlands 
was in strong demand in many parts of Europe during the seventeenth 
century. After helping drain the Wormer lake in- Holland, in the years 
1624-6, Jan Adriaensz. Leeghwater was commissioned, in 1628, by the duc 
d’Epernon to draw up a plan for draining the marshes near Cadillac, south 
of Bordeaux. Dutch experts were recruited to work on various drainage 
projects in Tuscany and the Papal States. A prominent figure in this field, 
in Protestant Europe, was Cornelius Vermuyden (c.1595—c.1683), who came 
from Tholen and used skills acquired in Zeeland, together with numerous 
foremen and engineers whom he recruited there and in Holland, to great 
effect in England. From: 1621, when he was employed to repair a break: in 
the Thames embankment to the east of London, he found himself in charge 
of.a whole array of ambitious projects, especially for reclaiming the Fens in 
eastern England. Although he had some success and was knighted by 
Charles I in 1628, his methods and results were widely disputed and by no 
means all the marshes he tackled were effectively drained: 

Two other key strands of the Dutch technological impact on Europe were 
fortifications and harbour construction, spheres which were not infrequently 
linked. Dutch renown in planning and constructing fortifications began in 
the 1570s and 1580s, the period of the Revolt when it was most vital to 
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strengthen the. walls of Dutch towns as fast as possible. The most celebrated 
of the Dutch designers of fortifications was Adriaen Anthonisz (1541-1620) 
of Alkmaar.” Anthonisz, significantly, acquired ‘his pre-1572 technical 
expertise supervising construction of dikes and working on land reclamation 
projects. After designing Alkmaar’s new fortifications, he experienced the 
siege of the city in 1573. Subsequently, he was involved in many projects for 
reconstructing: town. walls, including the: rebuilding of Amsterdam’s 
defences, after.:1578,:and the designs for the great fortress of Heusden 
constructed between. 1579-and' 1586. He became Prince Maurits’s most 
trusted expert in fortifications, as he had been of ‘William the Silent, but at 
the same time continued working on dikes and drainage. In 1591 he 
supervised the construction of new dikes on Texel—and also planned town 
extensions, for example for Enkhuizen in 1590. 

But it was especially after 1590, with the great expansion of the Dutch 
fortification-building programme, that the Dutch established their reputa- 
tion as Europe’s leaders in constructing town walls, fortresses, and har- 
bours. The number of trained military engineers employed. by the Raad van 
State increased from thirteen in 1590 to twenty-five by 1598, by which date 
the Republic’s: corps of engineers had become an instrument of its growing 
international influence.*° When the Elector. of the Palatinate wrote to 
Maurits and Willem Lodewijk in 1599, requesting that they send a skilled 
military engineer. to help design a major new fortress in his territory, he 
remarked that the greatest sophistication and skill in fortress construction 
available in Europe was now to be found ‘in the United Provinces." Simon 
Stevin, who first became heavily involved in fortifications in the 1590s and 
published his treatise on the subject, De Sterctenbouwing, in 1594, was one 
of those who introduced the new techniques abroad, but again, like most of 
the others, combining expertise in fortifications with other engineering skills. 
Thus, in'1591, he visited Danzig, at the request of the burgomasters, and 
drew up plans for deepening the harbour there. On a subsequent expedition 
to Calais, he devised plans for improvements to both harbour and fortifica- 
tions.’ 

: Another key fortifications expert was Johan van Rijswijck, whom William 
the Silent had put in charge of refurbishing the walls of Grave whilst :this 
town. was:in-rebel hands between 1579 and 1586, and who later worked for 
the States of Zeeland at ‘Bergen-op-Zoom and elsewhere. Later after 
devising the new bastions the States General erected at Lingen between 1597 
and: 1605, he travelled to Bremen, Liibeck; and other north German cities, 


7? Westra, Nederlandse ingenieurs, 36-44. * Ibid. 75. *' Thid. 66, 76. 


274 The Early Golden Age, 1588-1647 


taking up commissions to design improved town walls. Another of the 
best-known Dutch engineers was Nicolaes van Kemp, who worked, for:a 
time, for the Elector of Brandenburg in East Prussia. In 1607, he was invited 
to Sweden, where he remained for three years and helped design the harbour 
and fortifications of the new town of Gdteborg which the Swedish Crown 
was then striving to develop: 

One of the most notable advances in harbour-engineering during this 
period was the ‘mud mill’. This was a device for dredging mud and silt from 
harbour floors, a mill churning bags fixed on poles worked by horsepower. 
It was introduced first at Amsterdam around 1590, using human labour, 
horsepower being adopted in the 1620s."" By 1677, four of these engines 
were continuously operative, each driven principally by two or three horses. 
Many harbours in Europe suffered, like Amsterdam, with problems from 
mud, sand,-and silting-up, so there was widespread interest in such ma- 
chines. Hence in 1674, for example, the Venetian.senate accepted the plans 
of the Amsterdam Lutheran. engineer, Cornelis Jansz. Meijer, to install 
Dutch ‘mud mills’ to dredge the harbour at Venice, though the scheme was 
never actually put into effect. 

The impact of Dutch technology was evident across much of Europe, 
indeed the world, but nowhere more so than in the rapidly developing 
kingdom of Sweden. Here circumstances, the lack of native capital and 
commercial organization, the: availability. of extensive mineral resources, 
especially iron and copper, and the ambitjous plans of the Swedish Crown 
enabled the combination of Dutch skills and capital to work to maximum 
effect. Many Dutchmen moved to Sweden in the early seventeenth century, 
indeed the new town of Goteborg, in its early years, was virtually a Dutch 
colony; but it was less their numbers than skills which helped shape Sweden’s 
rapid emergence as a European great power. Amongst the immigrants from 
the Low Countries was Willem Usselinx (see p. 326 below), who arrived 
disillusioned with the Dutch West India Company and was encouraged by 
the Swedish court to form his Swedish-based ‘General Company for 
Commerce with Africa, Asia, and America’, which caused a stir though it 
met with little success. But the presiding figure among the Netherlanders in 
Sweden was Louis de Geer (1587-1652) who belonged to a Calvinist family 
originally from Liége which established itself (like many Liége refugees) at 
Dordrecht. At that stage the family’s business was chiefly in the barge traffic 
in salt, grain, and iron, the last imported from Liége. In 1627, Louis de 
Geer, a wealthy merchant and specialist in iron products, settled in 


® Davids, ‘Technological. Change’, 88. 


The Republic Becomes a Great Power 275 


Stockholm and rapidly built up the largest business empire in the country, 
comprising iron mines and works, brass foundries, shipbuilding, rope- 
making, and much else. De Geer also became the largest producer of 
cannon and cannon-balls not only in Scandinavia but possibly the whole of 
Europe. The experts, often Protestant Walloons who had migrated to 
Holland, whom he and his partner, Willem de Besche (also originally from 
Liége), brought from the United Provinces to Sweden to take charge of the 
technical side of their metal processes introduced a range of forging and 
smelting techniques which were then entirely new to Scandinavia. 


13 


The Institutions of the Republic 
° 


THE PROVINCES 


he institutional framework of the Dutch Republic first took shape 

between 1572 and 1588 and assumed definitive form in the period from 
the departure of Leicester down to 1609. From the Twelve Years Truce 
onwards, Dutch institutions remained essentially unchanged, until the fall 
of the Republic in 1795. The Republic’s institutions, it needs to be stressed, 
differed markedly from those of the Habsburg Netherlands before 1572, and 
also from what was envisaged in 1579, in the terms of the Union of Utrecht, 
even though, officially, the Union remained the founding charter of the 
United Provinces and was continually cited, and venerated, throughout the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 

The Union of Utrecht had envisaged a league of several (not necessarily 
seven) sovereign ‘provinces’ which agreed to give up their sovereign rights 
in a few limited areas, chiefly defence, taxation for defence, and foreign 
policy. It was intended that this league should function not as a federal 
state—for the provinces were supposed to take important decisions in the 
States General only unanimously—but as a confederacy of states. But what 
actually emerged, after 1579, was rather different from what had been 
intended. In the first place, the rule about unanimity turned out to be largely 
academic. In fact, hardly any major decisions of the United Provinces in the 
seventeenth century were taken unanimously—the decision to back William 
Ill in invading England, in 1688, being a notable, and almost unique, 
exception—and it frequently happened that principal decisions were taken 
over the opposition of more than one province. Secondly, not only were key 
resolutions, on foreign policy, and questions of war and peace, taken by 
majority vote, but States General decisions came to apply, in practice, to a 
wider sphere of government than provided for under the terms of the Union. 
Particularly after 1590, the federal principle was extended to areas such as 
regulation of shipping, administration of conquered districts, church affairs, 
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and promotion of colonial expansion, in: ways the original Union had not 
foreseen. Yet, despite this, it cannot ‘be said that the United Provinces fully 
constituted a federal republic. In theory, and matters of form and ceremon- 
ial, the seven voting provinces retained the trappings of sovereignty. The 
best way to describe the pohtical entity created by the Revolt is as a cross 
between federal state:and confederacy,’ with more of the confederacy in 
form and theory, and more of the federal state in substance and practice. 

In theory, forging the Republic’s institutions was a collective undertaking 
to which all the provinces consented. In: reality, the institutional framework 
was built—and to a large extent imposed—by Holland in the face of 
obstruction, and. objections, by the other provinces. Holland’s preponde- 
rance was never greater than during the twenty years following Leicester’s 
departure, a time when no foreign power had any real leverage-in the 
Republic.’ Consequently, the institutionally most formative era in the history 
of the United Provinces, a time when Holland’s hegemony over the lesser 
provinces was unchallengeable, was in a way a culmination of trends 
reaching back, through the later Middle Ages, to the thirteenth century: 
Holland had gradually asserted her ascendancy over the whole northern 
Netherlands. Powerful counter-weights had held Holland in check, from the 
early fifteenth century down to Leicester. But, with Leicester’s departure, 
there was no longer any counter-weight at hand—not even the power of 
Spain. Thus, Holland forged the United Provinces on a basis of allegedly 
sovereign provincial rights which only Holland could fully utilize, preserving 
her own historic cohesion, and identity, while employing the lesser. prov- 
inces’ resources and territory to enhance her defences, strategic weight, and 
economic hinterland. 

“After Leicester’s departure, the States of Holland were the most important 
decision-making body in the United Provinces. Between 1572 and 1587, the 
States of Holland were in a transition phase, but had already changed 
dramatically, in form and functions, since before 1572: It would be entirely 
wrong to suppose that the Revolt preserved the provinces, and provincial 
institutions, as they had been under the Burgundians or Habsburgs. Before 
1572, the States of Holland, like the other provincial assemblies, were an 
occasional, advisory body meeting (usually) only when summoned by the 
ruler, chiefly (though ‘not exclusively) to discuss ‘the ruler’s tax needs.? 
Religion;' military: affairs, and foreign. policy (when not directly linked to 
Holland’s North Sea and Baltic interests) were out of bounds. Between 1572 
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and 1576, William the Silent was at the centre of decision-making but 
consulted continuously and extensively with the States of Holland. After 
1576, Holland’s role in government increased, but it remained shared rule 
until Leicester’s departure. After 1572, the States met both more regularly 
and for lengthier sessions than in the past. It was also essential, if the Revolt 
was to survive, that the States of Holland should assume both executive and 
legislative power, as well as responsibility for implementing decisions. 

Instead of the numerous short meetings of the past it became the practice 
of the States of Holland to meet for four long sessions each year and more 
often as required.‘ An idea of the change can be gathered from the fact that, 
before 1572, it was unusual for the States of Holland to meet for as many 
as sixty days in a year. After 1572, they invariably gathered for over 200 
days per year.’ Under the Habsburgs, the assembly was small with usually 
only the six ‘large towns’-—Dordrecht, Haarlem, Delft, Leiden, Gouda, and 
Amsterdam—attending, together with the ridderschap, representing the 
small towns and countryside.® After 1572, many more towns participated. 
In 1581, the number of voting towns was fixed at fourteen—Rotterdam, 
Alkmaar, Enkhuizen, Hoorn, Schoonhoven, Gorcum, Brill, and Schiedam 
being added to the original six. By the 1590s, this had risen to eighteen, with 
Edam, Purmerend, Medemblik, and Monnikendam being added, as 
permanent members. But, for a time, particularly during the 1580s, other 
towns which, by 1600, had finally been excluded—Oudewater, Woerden, 
Naarden, Heusden, and Geertruidenberg—were still occasionally. sum- 
moned to the States, for especially important meetings. 

A major institutional change, introduced in 1585, was that, except in 
emergencies, the States could only discuss issues previously set out on an 
agenda by the States’ standing committee, or Gecommitteerde Raden, and 
circulated beforehand among the voting town governments.’ This meant the 
towns’ participation in the States became more direct, and continuous, 
delegates to the States, being unable to settle anything: until after referral 
back, for instructions, to their ‘principals’, as the expression was. Everything 
of importance was, thus, debated in the town halls, as well as the States, and 
decisions were the result of a consultative process in the eighteen town 
councils, as well as the ridderschap, Gecommitteerde Raden, and full States. 
The States of Holland were now, more than ever, a gathering of town 
agents, running the government and administration in consultation with, 
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and taking orders from, the. town governments. In reality, the States of 
Holland were thus something larger than the assembly meeting in The 
Hague. They were, in effect, the collectivity of the eighteen town govern- 
ments and ridderschap, steered by the Gecommitteerde Raden ‘and the 
province’s Advocate, Oldenbarnevelt. 

After 1572, towns were more::dominant in the States of Holland than 
before. But the influence of the ridderschap was still appreciable.* The nobles 
were now no longer deemed to:speak for the small towns; but they still 
represented the countryside.. Before 1572, all recognized Holland nobles 
were entitled to attend the assembly of the ridderschap, and the States, by 
virtue of being nobles. After 1572, it became the practice to exclude nobles 
considered unsuitable, on account of Catholic, or royalist, sympathies, and 
there was never again an automatic nght of access for Holland nobles.’ One 
had to be co-opted to the assembly by the ridderschap, and this remained a 
significant political procedure throughout the history of the Republic. 

The two most influential delegations in the States of Holland were 
generally the ridderschap and Amsterdam, most of the rest then aligning 
behind one or other:of these. The ridderschap came first, in precedence, 
among the nineteen voting members of the States, and always gave its 
opinion, and voted, first. This was part of a rigidly adhered to procedural 
ritual whereby delegations declared their views in a fixed order, Dordrecht 
speaking, and voting, after the ridderschap, followed by Haarlem, Delft, 
Leiden, and Amsterdam, ‘without anyone interrupting any other’.’° The 
order of precedence, with the ridderschap first, was also always adhered to 
in ceremonies and: seating arrangements in the States. 

Central to the political revolution which took place in the northern 
Netherlands after’1572 were the Gecommitteerde Raden set up in Holland 
and Zeeland and, later, their equivalents, the colleges of Delegated States, 
set up in the remaining provinces. These were small, : hand-picked, standing 
committees of the States, composed: of experienced nobles and regents 
strongly committed to the Revolt, bound by formal instructions drawn up 
by the full States, which supervised the routine administration of each 
province. It was these standing committees which, in the long run, enabled 
the provincial States to evolve into genuine provincial governments. How- 
ever, it took time for these ‘colleges’ to develop into effective administrative 
organs and to assume their definitive shape. Originally, in the years 1572-7, 
Holland’s Gecommitteerde Raden were just a group of members of the States 
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chosen to act as an advisory committee to ‘assist the Stadholder, Orange 
himself being the real head of the administration."' The States of Holland, 
at this time, acknowledged the Prince -as the presiding figure in the 
government and saw the principle of having a single illustrious personage at 
the head of the administration as indispensable. After Orange transferred to 
Brussels, in 1577, the college assumed a more independent character. But it 
was only after the Prince’s assassination, in 1584, that it developed into:a 
fixed commission with clear procedures,.and a closely defined relationship. 
to the full States.” Even then, it was not until 1590 that Holland’s 
Gecommitteerde Raden received their definitive form and instructions. A 
basic principle, in Holland, as in the other provinces, was that the standing 
committee of the States should reflect the balance of influence within the full 
States. Thus the Gecommitteerde Raden of Holland—or rather of the South 
Quarter of Holland (including Amsterdam .and Haarlem), for the North 
Quarter had its own separate college—always included a representative of 
the ridderschap and each of the large towns as well as additional members, 
representing the small towns, chosen by. rota.'? The college of the Gecom- 
mitteerde Raden of the North Quarter, set up after the Spaniards cut 
Holland in two, in 1573, met usually.at Hoorn and comprised delegates of 
the seven voting towns of the region—Alkmaar, Edam, Purmerend, Mon- 
nikendam, Hoorn, Enkhuizen, and Medemblik—but with no delegate for 
the ridderschap, the nobility owning little land in the North Quarter. . ... 
The other six provinces of the Union were all less cohesive than Holland, 
under the Republic, but-nevertheless also developed, after -1572, into 
genuine provincial governments. The States of Zeeland changed from being 
an occasional, advisory body, consisting of three ‘members’—Abbot, First 
Noble, and towns—into a. body meeting frequently, in which there was no 
longer an ecclesiastical. vote.. As before, the ridderschap of Zeeland were 
represented only by the so-called First Noble of the province, the Prince of 
Orange, who participated through a permanent proxy."4 In 1585, Maurits 
chose for this influential post a Flemish nobleman, Jacob van Malderé, who 
had long served in the entourage of William the Silent. The Zeeland nobility, 
led by Maximilian van Cruiningen, requested readmittance, arguing that the 
Prince of Orange,.as First Noble, had previously merely been representing 
the Zeeland ridderschap. But the States of Zeeland rejected this.'5 Until 1572, 
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there had been seven votes in the States of Zeeland—Abbot, First Noble, 
and five towns—Middelburg, Goes, Tholen, Zierikzee, and Reimerswaal, 
the last of which had largely disappeared under the sea in the floods of 1530 
and 1532. Flushing and Veere had not been represented. Following. the 
capture of Middelburg in 1574, the States of Zeeland were reconstituted but 
now with the Abbot and Reimerswaal dropped and Flushing and Veere, the 
bastions of the Revolt in Zeeland, taking their places, so that the total 
number of votes was still seven. 

Under the Particular Union of Holland and Zeeland, of 1576, Zeeland 
was closely aligned with Holland. This political linkage, overriding connec- 
tions with Flanders and Brabant, was reflected. in the commission of the 
Gecommitteerde Raden which the States of Zeeland, following Holland’s 
example, set up, in 1576, to administer their province. The States of Zeeland 
finalized their standing committee’s instructions in 1578. These bound the 
college to protect and promote the Reformed Church as the public Church 
in the province, suppress Catholic worship throughout Zeeland, and co- 
operate with the States.of Holland, not with the States General in Brussels.'® 

The States of Friesland also changed radically. As in Zeeland, the Church 
had been represented until 1572. Also, the eleven Frisian towns had 
possessed no separate representation, being subsumed into the (then) three 
quarters—-Oostergo, Westergo, and Zevenwolden. The States of Friesland, 
moreover, had been even more of an occasional! body than those of Holland 
and Zeeland, meeting very infrequently, often with gaps of several years. 
Thus, the States of Friesland had had relatively little influence over the 
provincial administration before the Revolt.'? The thirty grietmannen, the 
key rural magistrates in Friesland, had since the 1520s been appointed by 
the Habsburg ruler, through the Hof.'* After the Revolt, until 1795, there 
were four voting members of the States of Friesland in place of the previous 
three—the three rural quarters plus the eleven towns, which after 1578 were 
grouped together to form.a separate ‘quarter’, so that the eleven towns 
collectively now wielded the same voting power as each of the three rural 
quarters. As the authority of the Hof was cut back, the States took over the 
administration and, in 1577, on the advice of the Prince of Orange, set up 
a college of Delegated States, following the example of Holland and 
Zeeland.'? It was the Frisian Delegated States, rather than the unwieldy full 
States, which from this.point on were the real organ of government in the 
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province.*® The Frisian Delegated States were dominated by Calvinist, 
pro-Revolt nobles from.the three rural quarters, the towns originally having 
only two of the eight seats in the college. Under an agreement brokered by 
Orange, in February 1584, the college was increased to nine, giving the 
towns one-third of the votes—reflecting their share of the province’s 
population. But this then necessitated the formation of a second steering 
committee to convene the States, and formulate the latter’s agenda and 
resolutions; for this body had to reflect the balance of votes in the full 
States. This second committee always had eight members, two from each 
quarter, and was called the Mindergetal.”' ‘The definitive instructions of the 
Delegated States were drawn up, in 1591, in thirty-three articles, the first of 
which bound the college to uphold the: Reformed religion and suppress 
Catholic worship. 

In Utrecht, too, the changes were fundamental. Under the Habsburgs the 
Hof had headed the province’s administration, under supervision of the 
Stadholder, the Hof’s members being appointed in Brussels. The States met 
only when summoned by the Hof or Stadholder. After 1577, by contrast, 
the States of Utrecht took over the province’s administration, appointing a 
full-time ‘Advocate’, or secretary of the States, on the model of Holland. 
The States still consisted of three estates—Church chapters, nobles, and 
towns—but the Church now carried less: weight than previously. In 1583, 
the States forbade the Hof of Utrecht to question any measure of the States 
and stripped it of jurisdiction in political and fiscal matters.” Utrecht too 
set up a college of Delegated States to head the administrative apparatus. 

When the Union of Utrecht was-formed in 1579, there were thus already 
four new-style provincial administrations, headed by provincial States with 
standing committees. In the eastern provinces, a war zone and partly still in 
‘Spanish hands during the 1580s, the setting up of the new provincial 
governments, and fiscal apparatus, was delayed by the disruption and 
continued fighting for many years. It was not until June 1593 that the States 
of Overijssel formally established a college of Delegated States for the 
province and not for several more years that it was able to operate 
effectively:7>:: 

In Gelderland, as in all other provinces which broke away from the 
Spanish Crown, the provincial Hof, the chief instrument of executive power 
and patronage under the Habsburgs, was stripped of its main political 
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functions. But its powers were not transferred to the States in quite the same 
sense as in the other provinces. For in Gelderland, owing to the entrenched 
particularism of the (now three) separate quarters, it proved impossible to 
set up a standing committee of the States or an integrated fiscal administra- 
tion for the province as a whole. There was a brief attempt to set up a 
college of Delegated States in the 1590s, but it quickly foundered. Instead, 
each quarter acquired its own separate standing committee which resided in 
the chief town of the quarter, each consisting of six delegates, three for the 
ridderschap and three for the towns, creating a formal equivalence of 
influence, though in fact the voice of the nobles tended to predominate. 
There were thus three separate executives and fiscal systems in the province, 
and three authorities administering confiscated Church property, and it was 
the quarter assemblies rather than the full States which were the real 
legislatures of the province. In their procedures, these assemblies observed 
a formal equality between ridderschap and towns, permanently excluding the 
titled lords or bannerheren (who had chosen the side of Spain in the 1580s) 
despite their important part in the pre-1572 regime in Gelderland and the 
efforts of the lords of Bronkhorst-Batenburg to recover their lost right to 
participate in 1596, and again in 1627 and 1644. In each quarter, the votes 
of the lesser towns—in the Arnhem quarter these were Harderwijk, Wagen- 
ingen, Hattem, and Elburg—were counted as collectively equal in weight to 
the voice of the ‘chief town’. Broadly, the three quarters contributed to their 
province’s quota of the Generality’s income on a fixed basis, with Nijmegen 
paying 47 per cent, Arnhem 31 per cent, and the Zutphen quarter, the least 
populous, 22 per cent.* — 

While the Hof of Gelderland still convened the full States, it was not 
allowed to continue setting the agenda, as it had before 1572, or to mediate 
between the quarters or participate in formulating resolutions. These crucial 
tasks were now transferred to a steering committee of the full States, called 
the landschapstafel, a body which consisted of eighteen delegates, six from 
each quarter, half nobles and half town representatives. Nevertheless, the 
absence of a provincial Delegated States, and existence of the landschapsta- 
fel only when the full States were in session, meant that the Hof, unlike in 
other provinces, retained some elements of its pre-1572 political role, being 
the only entity representing the sovereignty of Gelderland when the States 
were not sitting, authorized to receive correspondence from the Generality 
or other provinces, or German neighbours. 

With the partial exception of Gelderland, then, the provincial high courts 
were deprived of their previous political functions and influence in appoint- 
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ments. to major administrative and judicial posts outside the towns. Pre- 
viously, the provincial high courts, acting in conjunction with the court at 
Brussels, had selected the baljuws and drosts and these, even in Holland and 
Zeeland, had held sway in the smaller towns as well as the countryside. After 
the Revolt, the power to choose the baljuws devolved upon the States—or, 
after 1618, when there was a strong Stadholder, on the Stadholder;”> but at 
the same time their influence in the towns was eliminated and, certainly 
where towns predominated in the States, in Holland and Zeeland, reduced— 
to the advantage of the towns—also in the countryside. 

The States now also took charge of supervising the flood defences and 
drainage boards as well as assuming the sovereign power to grant charters 
for new land reclamation projects. As far as the main sea dikes and river 
embankments were concerned, there was little for the States to do, and these 
continued to be maintained chiefly by the regional drainage boards, reflect- 
ing the essentially regional nature of the main flood defences. Above all in 
Zeeland each main island—Walcheren, Schouwen, Tholen, etc.—required a 
highly integrated flood defence system, a well-maintained perimeter which, 
however, did not form part of any wider framework. Consequently what 
mattered was that the dike and drainage colleges, albeit presided over by a 
high ‘dike count’ appointed now by the States, or Stadholder, should 
effectively represent and promote collaboration between the main interested 
parties, the towns, villages, and nobles of the island or district. But in the 
case of new drainage projects, where there were often rival schemes and 
contending interests, the supervisory role of the States was fundamental. 
Thus, for instance, before the States of Holland empowered Alkmaar to 
‘drain the Schermer lake, in September 1631, prolonged negotiations took 
place with the States mediating between Alkmaar, a group of investors in 
Amsterdam, and the local drainage boards. The most ambitious single 
drainage scheme debated during the Golden Age, proposed in its most 
sophisticated form by the famous drainage engineer Jan Adriaensz. Leegh- 
water (1575-1650), in 1630, the plan to drain the Haarlemmermeer, the 
largest lake in Holland (covering some 40,000 acres), and create 1,000 new 
farms at a cost of 3.6 million guilders, took it for granted that the States of 
Holland would not only charter and supervise the plan but actively assist 
and subsidize its execution.”° In the end, the Haarlemmermeer project was 
not attempted in early modern times and was finally implemented only in 
the mid-nineteenth century. 
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As with any state, a basic aspect of the Republic was the organizing of 
taxation and the running of the state’s finances. Article Five of the Union 
of Utrecht had envisaged that the provinces would collect ‘uniformly and 
on the same footing, for the general defence of these provinces’ imposts on 
wine, beer, cloth, cattle, and cultivated fields ‘by common advice and 
consent’.”” In fact, no comprehensive federal system of taxation was ever 
devised. The provinces retained some autonomy in fiscal matters. Neverthe- 
less, the overall levels of expenditure and taxation were centrally fixed, as 
was the quota allocated to each province, so that, in practice, the seven 
provinces were not sovereign bodies in the fiscal sphere but shared a 
collective system of finance and taxation with built-in provincial variations. 

From the outset, the Generality had some revenues of its own, separate 
from what was raised by the provincial governments. But this was always a 
relatively small proportion of the total expenditure, and revenue, of the 
Dutch state. In the years around 1640, approximately 19 per cent of total 
States General income derived from Generality sources and 81 per cent from 
the provinces.” Generality revenue, separate from that supplied by the 
provincial governments consisted (in order of importance) of the customs 
revenues (making up about two-thirds of this income), taxation raised by 
the Generality in the Generality Lands (about § per cent of total States 
General revenue), forced contributions exacted from enemy districts around 
the borders, and, lastly, the proceeds of Generality stamp duty.” 

Thus, some four-fifths of total Dutch revenue was raised in the provinces 
by means of the separate provincial tax systems. Each province collected its 
own taxes in its own way or—in the case of Gelderland where each quarter 
administered its own fiscal system—in three different ways. Yet, the auto- 
nomy which this bestowed was more apparent than real. General levels of 
expenditure, and therefore of taxation, were fixed by the Raad van State, 
and States General, and this meant in practice that Holland had the main 
say in how much money was needed and how much each province should 
pay. A quota system evolved which bound each province to pay a fixed 
proportion of the Generality’s annual expenditure and, in this too, Holland 
had the principal word. As far as taxation and state finance were concerned, 
provincial sovereignty, in practice, amounted only to the power to deter- 
mine the shape of the tax package in each province, and sometimes not-even 
that. 
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The Republic’s system of provincial quotas evolved from the Habsburg 
system of the pre-Revolt period. The formula used in 1558, for example, was 
that Holland should pay one-half of the quota of Brabant, and Zeeland 
one-quarter of Holland’s.* This was the starting-point for a quota system 
which, after 1585, no longer included allocations for Brabant, or other 
southern provinces, but which, under the 1586 list, still fixed Zeeland’s 
quota at (almost) one-quarter of that of Holland and Utrecht’s at (just over) 
10 per cent of Holland’s (see Table 8). At first, the eastern provinces, partly 
under Spanish occupation and ravaged by war, remained outside the system, 


TABLE 8. The Dutch provincial quota system for financing the Generality, 
1586-1792 


Province 1586/94 1595/1604 1604/9 1609/10 1610/16 1616/58 1658 1792 
Holland 64.2 59-75 55-75 57:4 $7.14 58.3 58.25 62 


Zeeland 15.8 14.6 13.6 12.5 9.0° 9.1 9.25. 3.9 
Friesland = 13.3 12.4 11.5 11.6 11.5 11.6 11.6 9.3 
Utrecht 6.6 6.4 5-75  $.75 5-75 5-75 5-75 4.5 
Groningen — 78 6.4 5:75 5:75 5.75 5-75 5-4 
Gelderland — _ 4.6 45 5-5 5.6 5-6 6.0 
Overijssel — _ 2.5 2.75 3.5 3.5 3.1 3.5 
Drenthe — — — — — —_ 0.95 0.95 


". This large reduction in Zeeland’s contribution was: negotiated in 1612 


Sources. De Wit, Public Gebedt, 1. 200; Basnage, Annales, 26; Zwitzer, ‘Het quotenstelsel’, 12, 
17-18; 't Hart, In Quest of Funds, 77 (This table was compiled in consultation with Jan de 
Vries.) 


and did not have provincial tax administrations, special levies being raised 
in districts under States’ control.’ After 1586 most changes in the quotas 
came about as a result of inland provinces being incorporated, one by one, 
into the quota system, thereby reducing the quotas of those provinces 
already on the list. But some adjustments were made for other reasons. The 
large reduction in Zeeland’s quota, negotiated in 1612, was mainly due to 
the collapse of Zeeland’s prosperity as a result of the truncating of the 
transit traffic, via Zeeland, along the Scheldt, with the onset of the Truce in 
1609 (see p. 313 below).** The deliberations between the provinces over this 
adjustment resulted initially in deadlock and offer a good example of 
the intermediary role of the Stadholders, who took the lead in breaking the 
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impasse. The States of Friesland continued obstructing their solution— 
reducing Zeeland’s quota without increasing the rest—into 1613. The matter 
was: finally settled after.'a delegation representing the States General, 
Stadholders, and .Raad. van State journeyed to Friesland and gave firm 
assurances that Friesland’s quota would not rise. 

After being raised—by a majority of the States General—in 1616, the 
quotas for Gelderland and Overijssel were lowered again, provisionally, on 
the expiry of the Truce in 1621, to take account of the disruption (and 
enemy tribute) arising from renewal of the war. These quotas later reverted 
to their level of 1616, after the last of the Spanish garrisons north of the 
Rhine were eliminated in 1633. Drenthe’s quota was eventually fixed as 
equivalent to 1 per cent of the total for the Seven Provinces but was not 
brought on to the list: until later, the percentages allocated to the Seven 
Provinces continuing to make up. the formal total.*> Thus, Drenthe’s 1 per 
cent did not count.as part of the 100 per cent paid, under fixed quotas, by 
the Seven Provinces. 

It is often suggested that Holland contributed a disproportionate share of 
the burden as, from 1616 onwards, she paid 58 per cent (without counting 
the contributions of Drenthe and the Generality Lands) of the total. But 
when distribution of population is considered together with the fact that 
Holland possessed the bulk of the Republic’s commerce, shipping, and 
industry and that her soil was more fertile than that of most lesser provinces, 
it is apparent that Holland was actually under-, rather than over-assessed 
and taxed. Friesland’s quota, for example, remained fixed, after 1604, at 11 
per cent, which was superficially proportionate given that Friesland’s 
population indeed amounted to nearly one fifth of Holland’s. But given. that 
Friesland was predominantly rural, and her urban resources and wealth 
incomparably smaller, it can hardly be maintained that Friesland was being 
fairly treated. The States General’s 1792 reform of the quotas belatedly 
acknowledged that Holland had (long) been contributing too little and 
Zeeland, Friesland, and Utrecht, in particular, too much. 

Holland initially tried to compel the rest to raise the great sums needed 
for the army and navy by pressing her own tax system on them. The text of 
the Particular Union of Holland and Zeeland of 1576—still deemed effective 
after the Union of Utrecht—stipulates that ‘during the present war, and 
until resolved otherwise’ all war expenses would be ‘levied, raised, and 
collected on an equal and common footing as if from one purse’. Zeeland’s 
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tax system (though the excises were mostly: lower) subsequently continued 
to resemble that of Holland, as did that of Utrecht, a province made to 
adopt. the ‘General Means’, on a basis close to that of Holland, following 
Leicester’s arrival in March 1586. The Leicester regime also forced Friesland 
to adopt the ‘General Means’. But extensive modifications had to:be made 
to overcome the obstruction of the Frisian towns and Roorda’s faction, 
preventing anything like the full package of excises as practised in Holland, 
Zeeland, and Utrecht taking effect. Consequently, Friesland lagged behind 
in her: payments, which led eventually, in 1635, to direct Generality 
intervention—that is, intervention by Holland—to force: Friesland to pay 
more by introducing special property taxes.*’ 

In the inland provinces too the ‘General Means’—which in Holland 
accounted for 64 per cent of provincial taxation in 1600; rising to 71 per 
cent by 1640°*—were adopted only very grudgingly and at lower rates. After 
Maurits’s victorious offensive of 1591, Holland’s pressure on these provinces 
to enter the quota system and, consequently, pay more of the Generality’s 
costs, rapidly built up. Bodley reported to London, in February 1592, that 
the States General were no longer prepared to listen to Gelderland’s pleas 
of ‘inabilitie’ to pay the ‘general means for the maintenance of these 
warres’.»® At the meeting of the States of Gelderland the following year, 
Chancellor Leoninus read out a letter from the Stadholder admonishing that 
‘the other provinces’ were becoming impatient and that Gelderland must 
now adopt the ‘General Means’. But it proved impossible to secure 
agreement among the quarters and none was willing to accept the full 
Holland rates. The States General warned that the idea that each province 
could go its own way would have ‘very bad consequences for the state of 
the provinces in general, as well as for Gelderland in particular’, urging 
Gelderland to impose a tax system common to all three quarters, on the 
basis of Holland’s, ‘to satisfy the other provinces’.* 

It was the same in Overijssel, where there was great reluctance to adopt 
the ‘General Means’, above all at Zwolle. Zwolle insisted that it was not 
only a question of Overijssel paying more to the Generality’s coffers than 
before. The ‘General Means’ also meant the end of the political and 
financial independence of the Overijssel towns.*' Zwolle pointed out (quite 
rightly) that there had never been a provincial system of taxation in 
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Overijssel, with the same taxes collected, in the same way, throughout the 
province. In effect, what incorporation into the Generality’s quota system, 
and adoption of the ‘General Means’, meant was a double suppression of 
Overijssel’s historic privileges and traditions: subordination of the province 
to a collective system controlled from The Hague, and subordination of the 
towns and quarters to a-provincial government.which would have to be 
created to administer the new provincial tax system. A college of Delegated 
States was-set up in Overijssel in 1593, and a start was made on forging a 
common provincial system of taxation. But vigorous opposition continued. 
In March 1597, the Stadholder, accompanied by a Generality delegation, 
attended the meeting of the States of Overijssel in person. He insisted that 
Overijssel must:now pay much more and should adopt the ‘General Means 
of consumption as practised in Holland, or nearly so’.” Most of the 
province acquiesced but still Zwolle held out, raising the question of 
whether one of the three chief:towns could be overruled, in the States, on 
such a fundamental issue.*? It was not until 1600 that the Delegated States 
of Overijssel finally succeeded in imposing a single, integrated tax structure, 
based on the ‘General Means’, on the whole province. 

In Groningen and Drenthe opposition to Holland’s demands for the 
‘General Means’, Delegated States to collect them, and incorporation into 
the quota system, to fix the levels, took a different form. With the city just 
conquered by the Generality’s troops, and the new States of ‘City and 
Lands’ created by the Generality, the States of Groningen could not 
formally oppose the setting up of Delegated States or the principle that the 
newly created province should introduce the ‘General Means’, ‘as they are 
practised, levied, and received in Holland and Zeeland’.* In 1595, the new 
Delegated States—consisting (from 1601) of six delegates, three from the 
city and one each from the three Ommelander quarters—were established. 
On their admittance to the States General, the new Groningen delegation 
were dismayed to find that the other provinces were pressing Groningen to 
pay two-thirds of Friesland’s quota while Friesland wanted Groningen to 
contribute even more.“ Eventually, the quota was fixed at slightly under 
two-thirds. But if the States of Groningen were unable to resist the pressure 
to adopt ‘General Means’, Delegated States, and a substantial quota, the 
citizenry of Groningen expressed their displeasure by simply not paying the 
excises. Incorporation into the Generality quota system remaimed largely 
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theoretical until, in 1599, -the States Genéral, goaded by Holland, dispatched 
troops to occupy. the city and compel compliance. 

In. Drenthe, the imposing of the ‘General Means’ by the States General, 
in 1600, precipitated a bitter struggle between the ridderschap—which in 
Drenthe numbered some twenty families—and the non-noble large farmers, 
for control of the province. To collect. the new taxes. the States General.set 
up a college of Delegated States consisting of the drost and four delegates— 
two each from the ridderschap and non-noble large farmers. Since this new 
body would be paramount in the fiscal and judicial administration of the 
province, as well as in administering the confiscated property of the Catholic 
Church, much: depended on its composition and disputed: procedures. To 
settle matters the States General, in September 1603, imposed a. general 
constitution, or regeringsreglement, on the province, defining the procedures 
of both States and Delegated States. This confirmed that the ridderschap 
possessed merely one out of three votes in the States but had precedence in 
speaking, voting,.and signing, and equal representation to the rest of the 
States on the Delegated States. After 1603, the province’s administration 
settled into its new pattern. In 1610, the States General fixed Drenthe’s 
quota at I per. cent of the total for the Seven Provinces.’ All in all for 
Drenthe, the ‘General Means’ meant higher taxation, more administration, 
and an increased role for the nobility. 

It proved impossible to impose the same tax system on all seven provinces. 
In the Generality Lands too, the States General had little alternative but to 
impose the ‘General Means’ at lower rates than applied in Holland. But 
given the disparities in social structure, prosperity, degree of urbanization, 
and agricultural productivity, this is scarcely surprising.” Had Holland’s tax 
system been more rigidly imposed on the rest, the result would have been 
grotesquely unfair and, to a Jarge extent, unworkable. By setting up seven 
provincial governments, and separate tax regimes, but within a common 
framework, what: the Dutch Revolt accomplished :was a provincially vari- 
able confederate tax system which was in reality more efficient, and better 
adapted to circumstances, than any single, centralized system of taxation 
could then have been. In Holland, Zeeland, and to an extent also Utrecht, 
provinces highly urbanized, commercialized, and prosperous, it made sense 
to collect the bulk of taxation through excises on consumption, of which the 
two most important were the excises on beer and milled grain, but in which 
a wide range of excises on other consumables, not least wine, spirits, and 
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tobacco, played an appreciable part. In the predominantly rural provinces, 
on the other hand, and in the Generality. Lands, including Wedde and 
Westerwolde (where the Generality’s tax regime served:as the model for 
Drenthe), it was impossible to administer excises as efficiently as in the 
urban context, and also to collect much, by means:of excises, in.a rural 
setting in which most consumption was of locally produced products. In 
these provinces, and States Brabant, the beer, wine, and other excises 
yielded comparatively little. Consequently, ‘there:it made sense to concen- 
trate on the agricultural taxes encompassed within the ‘General Means’, on 
cattle and ploughed fields, and to make up for the overall smaller: yield 
from the ‘General Means’ by collecting a higher ‘proportion of taxation 
than in the maritime provinces from traditional direct taxes:on land::and 
houses. 

. Besides colleges of Delegated States, to administer the new provincial tax 
regimes, additional colleges were needed to handle:the accounts. Unlike 
most of the others, Holland already had a chamber of accounts, or 
Rekenkamer, before the Revolt which was then. shared with Zeeland. But 
Zeeland decided, in 1594, that she needed her own provincial -office of 
accounts. Utrecht too had been placed, since 1528, under Holland’s Reken- 
kamer, in The Hague but, from the 1590s on, developed her own. Groningen 
acquired a provincial chamber of accounts in 1595. 


THE GENERALITY 


The new type of provincial government set up between 1572 and 1600 bore 
little resemblance to patterns of provincial government in Habsburg times. 
In effect, the Revolt not only created a new confederate state and central 
institutions but also shaped the provinces, as coherent administrative 
entities, as well. The Revolt made Dutch provincial government stronger, 
and more efficient, but only because the provinces were now the organs of 
a partially federal state which required greater collaboration, and heavier 
taxation, than could be conceived of before 1572. Holland was the driving 
force behind the new Union. But the Generality provided the machinery, 
and. procedures, which enabled Holland to prod the other provinces to 
collaborate in the common venture of federal statehood. Troops were sent 
to Groningen in 1599, at Holland’s insistence, to garrison the city and force 
it to pay. But it was in the name of the Generality that this was done and 
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the Generality which provided the framework. within which intermittent 
pressure—usually short of sending troops—was exerted. 

Like the provincial States, the Dutch States General of the .post-Revolt 
period bore little resemblance to the States General of the Burgundian and 
Habsburg Netherlands.*' Before the Revolt, the States General convened 
only when summoned by the ruler, not of their own accord. If: in: 1477 the 
States General won the right to gather where, when, and as often as the 
provinces deemed: necessary, this change was never .achieved in practice. 
Down to 1572, the States General still met. infrequently, usually with 
intervals of several years, and had no power to set their agenda, or make 
decisions,.as distinct from submit requests. After the rebel States General 
transferred north of. the great rivers, in 1583, they convened initially at 
Middelburg and then Dordrecht and Delft until the decision, of January 
1585, to convene (as long as it remained safe) at The Hague. In 1587, the 
States of Utrecht, then dominated by Prouninck, backed by Leicester and 
Neuenahr, tried to move the States General to Utrecht, where the Union of 
1579 had been forged.” Gelderland and Overijssel, offered closer proximity 
to the Generality, and a lessening. of Holland’s influence, agreed to move, 
but Holland, Zeeland, and Friesland refused. After this, the residence of the 
States General at The Hague was never again challenged. 

From 1583, the States General met increasingly frequently and, from 
1§93, remained in permanent, unbroken session, for long stretches meeting 
daily. The States General, in the early seventeenth century, rarely gathered 
on fewer than sixteen or seventeen days in any month and often met for as 
many as twenty-eight days in the month, including Sundays. 

Only the (since 1594) seven voting provinces were ‘members’ of the States 
General. Representation, declarations of view, voting, signing treaties, 
everything went by provinces and, as in the provincial assemblies, a fixed 
order of rank was invariably observed. The delegates of Gelderland, as the 
only duchy, always spoke and voted first and when the States General 
signed an alliance or agreement with a foreign power, the signature of 
Gelderland’s representatives always preceded those of the other six. Next 
came Holland, followed by Zeeland, Utrecht, Friesland, Overijssel, and 
Groningen in fixed sequence, though Friesland disputed Utrecht’s pre- 
cedence over herself. | 

Each province could send as many delegates to the States General as it 
wished, but always had only one vote. Also, since the assembly hall, in the 


» Van Deursen, ‘Tussen eenheid en zelfstandigheid’, 149. 
' Fruin, Gesch. der staatsinstellingen, 100~4. 
» Den Tex, ‘Staten in Oldenbarnevelt’s tijd’, 62-3. 


Institutions of the Republic. 293 


Binnenhof, was deliberately kept small, the maximum number of seats for 
any province was six and the smallest had only. two or three. In.a typical 
early seventeenth-century session there would be ‘ten to twenty delegates 
present, not infrequently: with one or two provinces missing. But ‘on 
important occasions additional delegates attended, the less senior of which 
would have to stand. Apart from Holland, the provinces each maintained:a 
provincial house, or logement, where its delegates could stay and work. 
While Zeeland chose her delegates for life, the others adhered to threé- or 
six-year terms. The ‘chair’, or ‘presidency’, revolved on a weekly basis 
among the leading figures of the provincial delegations, following the same 
order as the general ranking of the provinces. 

After the move north of the rivers, the States General held both spoken 
and written proceedings exclusively in Dutch except when: addressing 
foreign powers and their envoys when it was usual to use French, or Latin, 
though some Central and eastern European princes employed local interpre- 
ters to conduct their negotiations in Dutch. The English ambassadors 
almost invariably addressed the States General in French, though James I’s 
envoy, Henry Wotton, in 1614, addressed them in Italian on the grounds 
that he knew that language better than French. 

‘To assist the States General in their functions, there were several sup- 
plementary Generality institutions. Of these, the most important was the 
Council of State, or Raad van State. Between 1585 and 1587, this had been 
the principal organ of government in the United Provinces, as stipulated 
under the Anglo-Dutch treaty of Nonsuch. After Leicester’s departure, 
Oldenbarnevelt and Holland forced new instructions for the Raad, through 
the States General, despite the hesitation of several provinces and deter- 
mined opposition from Utrecht.5} These ‘instructions’ of May 1588 drastic- 
ally curtailed the power of the Raad, stripping it of its previous role in 
foreign affairs and strategic decisions. In effect, the Raad became an arm of 
the States General, administering the army, fortresses, and Generality lands, 
with little independent authority even in the collecting of forced tribute from 
enemy-held border districts.“ But while its political role lapsed, the Raad’s 
administrative functions expanded, so that it became, and remained, one of 
the most important institutions of the United Provinces. 

The Raad convened next to the States General, within the Binnenhof, in 
The Hague. It thus sat close to the States of Holland but far from other 
provincial assemblies. There were twelve ordinary provincial delegates— 
three for Holland (one representing the Holland ridderschap) two each for 
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Friesland, Zeeland, and: Gelderland, and one each ‘for the other three.*% 
Though Gelderland paid less to the federal budget than Utrecht or Gron- 
ingen, the duchy was given double representation because it had more 
Generality fortresses on its soil than any other province. The two permanent 
English members of the Raad, stipulated at Nonsuch, continued for many 
years, their presence ending only with the departure of Sir Dudley Carleton, 
in 1627. The two Stadholders were members ex officio but, evidently, rarely 
attended its twice daily meetings. When the young Frederik Hendrik, 
Manurits’s brother, was assigned a seat in the Raad in 1600, one member 
noted, in his journal, that the college was less than enthusiastic since they 
could no longer speak freely about the Stadholders.*%° Raad members drew 
their salaries from their respective provinces but: swore their oath of 
allegiance to the States General.” . 

The proliferation of financial business led the States General, in 1602, to 
establish a separate Generality accounting office, or Generaliteits Reken- 
kamer. This college computed Generality revenue, and outgoings, drew up 
estimates, and supplied statements when required by the States General or 
Raad. The provinces’ ordinary contributions to the Generality’s military 
costs were decided each year, in. the States General, on the basis of an 
annual forecast of military expenditure known as the staat van oorlog, The 
Rekenkamer received, and recorded, these ordinary contributions from the 
provinces, as well as extraordinary payments, and the lesser revenues raised 
by the Generality, directly, in the Generality Lands and border zones. The 
Generality’s Rekenkamer received its definitive commission in 1607. This 
college, also housed in the Binnenhof, consisted of fourteen regular dele- 
gates—two from each province—plus a permanent administration of six 
secretaries and clerks.* In addition, there were two senior Generality 
Officials in charge of receipts, payments, and accounts, a treasurer-general 
and receiver-general. The former post was held by Joris de Bye (like most 
senior Generality officials in this period not a Hollander but a south 
Netherlands refugee) for forty years (1587-1628). 

Another Generality institution, this time expressly under the supervision 
of the Raad van State, was the Hoge Krijgsraad, at The Hague. This body 
developed between 1590 and 1597 at the prompting of Maurits but con- 
firmed by the provinces and States General. There was never a time, after 
1572, when the army was essentially an assortment of separate provincial 
armies, even though it was, and remained, the case that regiments were on 
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the payroll of:.one, or another; province. But before 1590, there was no 
comprehensive code of military discipline, and punishment for offences 
committed by soldiers, and officers, was sporadic and. uncoordinated, a high 
military court existing only when part of the army was in the field.® By 
contrast, during the 1590s,.a permanent high court for the army evolved, 
consisting of from ten to twenty senior officers and meeting either at The 
Hague or on campaign. By more methodically reviewing sentences, and 
appeals, in all the garrisons and units of the army, it gave greater coherence 
and uniformity to the enforcement of military justice and discipline. 

Another federal function was the supervision of the Republic’s coinage. 
The power to issue coinage has always been regarded as one of the. basic 
attributes of sovereignty. Under the terms of the Union of Utrecht, the 
provinces administered the mints and issued the coinage and in this sphere 
they were, formally, sovereign.© But the Union assigned to the Generality 
responsibility for regulating the values, weights, and content. of the seven 
coinages so that they formed in effect a single currency. In this way, the 
Union divided sovereignty in coinage as in so much else. Initially, Gener- 
ality control was largely nominal. With the States General’s placard of 1606 
on coinage, however, guidelines on weights and equivalence were laid down 
which stabilized the Republic’s money and remained in effect, with only 
minor modifications, down to 1795." To handle the technical aspects of this 
aligning of provincial currencies, the States General set up a Generality 
Mint Chamber (Generaliteits Muntkamer). . 

Finally, there were the admiralty colleges, one of the principal adminis- 
trative arms of the Generality. These colleges were responsible for adminis- 
tering the navy, collecting customs, maintaining guard boats on rivers and 
estuaries, building warships, recruiting naval seamen, and enforcing (and 
advising on) the States General’s regulation of shipping and fisheries. The 
rudimentary admiralty administration organized by William of Orange was 
changed several times during the 1580s but serious disagreements continued 
and it took years of laborious negotiation before a definitive system of five 
admiralty colleges’ was set up in 1597." Zeeland’s fears that the new system 
would enhance the Generality, at the expense of provincial sovereignty, were 
assuaged by allowing Zeeland’s college to retain a more provincial character 
than the others. 

The five colleges resided in Amsterdam, South Holland (Rotterdam), the 
North Quarter (jointly at Hoorn and Enkhuizen), Zeeland (Middelburg), 
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and Friesland (Dokkum). All estuaries; entry-points by land as well -as 
water, and routes within the Republic were under the jurisdiction of one or 
other of the five colleges, which maintained customs posts, and river 
gunboats, on: the inland borders as well as the coast.. Placing naval, and 
customs, administration under five colleges meant that, in some respects, the 
Republic was saddled with five separate navies and customs administrations. 
Each appointed its own admirals and captains and recruited its own seamen. 
Each maintained its own shipyards, arsenals, and stores, and kept its own 
accounts. Each had its-own flags and coats of arms, though the flags clearly 
indicated that the colleges were Generality and not provincial bodies. 
Provincial and local particularism influenced the functioning of the 
admiralty colleges, and sometimes there were serious discrepancies in 
practice between them. Nevertheless, in the main these were authentic 
Generality and not provincial, or local, bodies. It was the Generality which 
fixed the tariffs, and naval policy, and supervised the work of the colleges.” 
To reinforce their federal character, the 1597 arrangements rigidly regulated 
the colleges’ composition. The most important, Amsterdam, had twelve 
delegates—half non-Hollanders and half Hollanders, the latter consisting of 
one delegate each from Amsterdam, the ridderschap, Haarlem, Leiden, 
Gouda, and Edam. The Rotterdam college also consisted of twelve deleg- 
ates, this time seven Hollanders and five non-Hollanders, the latter one 
each from Zeeland, Gelderland, Utrecht, Friesland, and Overijssel; the 
Hollanders, one each from Rotterdam, the ridderschap, Dordrecht, Delft, 
Schiedam, Gorcum, and Brill—thus all South Hollanders. The North 
Quarter college consisted of eleven delegates, six Hollanders and five from 
outside, the latter one each from Zeeland, Utrecht, Friesland, Gelderland, 
and Overijssel. The Zeeland college, which alone had an essentially provin- 
cial character, comprised nine Zeelanders and only three non-Zeelanders— 
one each from Amsterdam, South Holland, and Utrecht. The Frisian 
college, by contrast, consisted of four Frisians and six non-Frisians, com- 
prising two from Groningen (one from the Ommelands and one from the 
city) and one each from Holland, Utrecht, Gelderland, and Overijssel. 
Besides the regent councillors each admiralty college comprised a substan- 
tial administrative staff employed by the Generality, including a receiver, 
secretary, clerks, an Auction Master for prizes and seized merchandise, store 
and equipment masters, a senior judicial officer and his assistants, messen- 
gers, and ushers.“ Apart from these, each of the customs posts, under each 
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admiralty college, had a director, or Convoy Master, and a staff of officials 
for checking ships, river barges, and wagons. In 1600 the Republic had 
sixty-seven of these customs posts, a number which grew to ninety-one by 
16§0 and 127 by 1700. 


THE GENERALITY LANDS 


One of the principal functions of the Generality was the administration of 
the so-called Generality Lands. These areas, which by 1648 were to comprise 
almost a third of the Republic, consisted of four entities—States Flanders, 
States Brabant, Maastricht and the Overmaas (captured in 1632), and 
Wedde-Westerwolde—to which a fifth, States Upper Gelderland (Roer- 
mond and Venlo), was added in 1713. But until the capture of ’s-Hertogen- 
bosch in 1629 (see Map 10) the Generality Lands were still a comparatively 
small area with only fragments of post-1648 States Brabant yet included in 
the Republic. To set against this, though, in the years 1597-1605, the county 
of Lingen was counted among the Generality Lands. 

In these areas it was not the individual provinces but the Generality which 
was the formal sovereign in place of. the dispossessed Spanish king. 
Initially, though, the authority of the Generality, as distinct from that of 
individual provinces administering districts on behalf of the Generality, was 
more theoretical than real. The absence of any effective check on the 
influence of whichever province lay nearest enabled Zeeland to dominate 
States Flanders and, to an extent, the marquisate of Bergen-op-Zoom, in 
States Brabant, Holland to hold sway over the northern fringes of States 
Brabant, and Friesland over Wedde and Westerwolde. Only gradually, 
during the 1590s, did Oldenbarnevelt and the States of Holland succeed in 
welding together a real Generality administration, run by the Raad van State 
in The Hague, able to curb the influence of the lesser provinces in their 
respective spheres of influence. A key step was bringing the fortresses of 
Wedde.and Westerwolde under the direct administration of the Raad van 
State, in 1596. 

Nevertheless, the Generality was not fully successful throughout the 
Generality Lands and various disparities, and vestiges of the pre-1590 
situation, persisted down to the end of the United Provinces in 1795. In 
States Flanders, for example, the substitution of the authority of the States 
General and Raad van State for that of the States of. Zeeland. advanced 
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further in the main body of States Flanders than in the five garrisons of the 
so-called committimus—Axel, Terneuzen, Biervliet, and‘ the two river for- 
tresses of Lillo and Liefkenshoek,.on the Scheldt below Antwerp. In most 
of States Flanders, not only were the burgomasters and magistrates of towns 
such as Sluis, Aardenburg, IJzendijke and Hulst (in the years 1591-6 and 
again after 1645) confirmed or changed each year by delegates from the 
States General but all aspects of the administration were supervised and 
checked from:The Hague. The various baljuws of the region, including the 
‘high baljuw’ of the jurisdiction known as the ‘Vrije van Sluis’, which 
included the island of Cadzand, were appointed for life by the States 
General. At the head of the judicial administration of States Flanders stood 
the so-called Raad van Vlaanderen (Council of Flanders), which resided in 
Middelburg. This was a high court, of initially six magistrates, which dealt 
with major cases, disputes,.and appeals arising in States Flanders. The 
salaries of these councillors were paid by the Generality out of taxes raised 
in States Flanders. In most of States Flanders, as in most of the Generality 
Lands, taxes were not only collected in the name of the States General but 
by Generality officials employed by the Raad van State. The garrisons too 
were administered and paid by the Raad van State, as were the Reformed 
preachers and schoolmasters. 

By contrast, in the five places of the committimus, the States of Zeeland, 
on the grounds of a provisional authorization by the Raad van State of 1588 
and the plea that these places formed the ‘bulwark of Zeeland’, insisted on 
administering the garrisons directly and taking charge of tax collection, 
albeit in the name of the States General. The other provinces disputed this 
outcome a number of times during the seventeenth century, but it remained 
essentially unchanged. Nevertheless, the baljuw (at Terneuzen) was ap- 
pointed by the States General and the magistracies of the towns were 
confirmed, or changed, each year by representatives of the States General. 
The Reformed preachers too were paid by the Generality. 

In States Brabant, initially, the position was far from clear. For not only 
were the States of Zeeland, Holland, and Gelderland all striving to extend 
their leverage in various localities but there were additional contending 
influences at work in the shape of the Stadholder, Maurits, on the one hand, 
and his older Catholic half-brother, Philips Willem (1554-1618), on the 
other. For although the latter. remained in Spain until .1596 (when he 
returned to the south Netherlands), it could not be denied that he was the 
legitimate Prince of Orange—the English members of the Raad van State 
always referred to the Stadholder as ‘Count Maurice’ until the death of 
Philips Willem in 1618—and his interests in the Republic were vigorously 
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defended by his sister, William the Silent’s.other surviving child by his first 
marriage (see Table 25), Maria van Nassau. But despite the complexities, 
Oldenbarnevelt and the States of Holland broadly succeeded during the 
1590s in advancing the-authority of the Generality, in particular by bringing 
the fixed garrisons.and the fiscal regime under the control of the: Raad van 
State. In 1591, they also transferred the power to nominate the magistrates 
of the high court of States Brabant, the Raad van Brabant, from the 
Stadholder to the States General.” But the seigneurial rights of the House 
of Orange remained formidable, not least in the barony and city of Breda, 
and the continuing dispute between Maurits and his older half-brother and 
sister, though it weakened Maurits’s position in some respects, also added 
to the States General’s difficulties. For Oldenbarnevelt and the Holland 
regents were caught on the one hand by their need not to offend Maurits 
and,'on the other, by their anxiety to prevent his extending his seigneurial 
sway at the expense of the Generality. 

‘Attempting to steer between these pitfalls, the States General recognized 
Maurits as ‘administrator’ of the legacy of William the Silent and ‘First 
Noble’ of States Brabant but, at the same time, by no means quashed the 
claims of Philips Willem and Maria.® Nor were the Holland regents willing 
to acquiesce in Maurits’s wish that States Brabant should be given repres- 
entation as a full voting province in the States General. For this would, at 
a stroke, have greatly diminished the sway of the Generality and enhanced 
that of the House of Orange. Thus the petition requesting this change in the 
status of States Brabant, submitted by Bergen-op-Zoom in 1587-8, by 
Bergen-op-Zoom together with Breda in 1596, and by both these towns, 
together with Grave and Willemstad, in :1607—8—all three initiatives warmly 
sponsored by Maurits—was firmly rejected by the Holland regents.” The 
States General did not dispute, though, that it was Orange’s right to appoint 
the burgomasters and magistrates of the towns of which he was lord, as well 
as the drost of Breda. For many years, from 1590 when he captured Breda 
and Steenbergen, Maurits appointed these officers. However, in 1606 Philips 
Willem was recognized in the Republic as lord of Breda and Steenbergen, 
and his right to make these appointments acknowledged, provided, as 
Oldenbarnevelt stressed, he did so maintaining the ‘Union and the Re- 
formed religion’. Philips Willem duly made his ceremonial entry into his 
town of Breda in July 1610 and, from then until his death, regularly 
appointed the magistrates in his lordships. Though he restored Catholic 
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services in the castle of Breda, he did not try to challenge the ascendancy of 
the Reformed Church in the city.” On the death of the drost, though, in 
1613, he did attempt to appoint a Catholic, a move which the States General 
flatly refused to accept. William the Silent’s Catholic successor as Prince of 
Orange was obliged by the Generality to nominate a member of the public 
Church as his drost. 

Such episodes demonstrated that the Generality was the highest authority 
in the barony of Breda and all States Brabant, despite the extensive rights 
and powers of the House of Orange, exercising its authority through its 
garrisons and military governors. The military governor of Breda, Justinus 
van Nassau, a bastard half-brother of both Philips Willem and Maurits, 
never ceased to give his primary loyalty to the States General. The position 
was the same at Bergen-op-Zoom, Grave, and Willemstad. While there were 
powerful conflicting interests at work in States Brabant, and the solutions 
were not always clear-cut, during the 1590s the ascendancy of the States 
General and its administrative organ, the Raad van State, became unchal- 
lengeable; this meant that the driving force behind them—Oldenbarnevelt 
and the States of Holland—was ultimately in control. 

In theory, the States General, by supplanting the king of Spain as 
sovereign in States Brabant and Flanders, were obliged to observe the same 
limits on their power as the Habsburg monarch had sworn to uphold. 
Among other things, this implied that the Generality had no right to levy 
taxes not consented to by the States of Brabant and Flanders. The States 
Genera! circumvented this obstacle by pointing out that these provinces, 
whilst participating in the General Union, had approved the principle of the 
‘General Means’ in 1583. The towns of States Brabant objected that the 
consent of 1583 did not stretch to approving the hefty increases introduced 
by the Generality since that date; but such objections were routinely 
ignored. 


THE STADHOLDERATE 


Charles V established the precedent, on acquiring Gelderland in 1543, of 
grouping the Netherlands provinces north of the rivers under three Stad- 
holders. In this way the northern Netherlands was intentionally divided into 
three separate blocks regarding military command, patronage, and law and 
order. By installing three Stadholders in the north, the Emperor prevented 
any one becoming excessively powerful. 
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After 1572, the role of the provincial States was greatly strengthened, but 
this did not mean that the Stadholders lost their earlier importance. Between 
1572 and 1576 there was just one Stadholder in the rebel Netherlands, 
William the Silent, but he was overwhelmingly the dominant figure in the 
regime. Later the States General, in Brabant, appointed Rennenberg Stad- 
holder of Friesland, Groningen,.and Overijssel, while Jan van Nassau 
became Stadholder of Gelderland, so that there were again three Stad- 
holders in the northern provinces. In one respect, indeed, the Union of 
Utrecht extended the powers of the Stadholders. As there was now no king 
to mediate between provinces, the provinces agreed that ‘their differences 
must provisionally be referred and submitted to the present stadholders of 
the provinces who will bring about a settlement or, at their own discretion, 
give their judgment on the differences’.” 

After Rennenberg’s defection, William the Silent was made Stadholder in 
the northernmost provinces but, after his assassination, the provinces 
resumed the tradition of having three different Stadholders. Willem Lode- 
wijk, William the Silent’s lieutenant-stadholder in Friesland, was proclaimed 
full Stadholder of Friesland and the Ommelands, Maurits became Stad- 
holder of Holland and Zeeland, while Utrecht, Gelderland, and Overijssel 
were placed under the German Calvinist Count Adolf von Neuenahr 
(1583-9). The importance of the Stadholders was acknowledged in the 
treaty of Nonsuch, which stipulated that the ‘gouverneurs’ were to be 
appointed by the Raad van State, then the executive of the Generality. The 
English queen recognized neither the Generality, nor the provinces, as 
sovereigns in the northern Netherlands, continuing to see Philip II as 
rightful sovereign; but she did choose to regard the Generality as a sort of 
proxy for the king and, since her leverage was chiefly exerted through the 
States General, desired that the appointment of Stadholders should remain 
a function of the Generality. Holland, however, argued that since ‘Count 
Maurice and other governors had received their commissions from the 
States’ of the provinces of which they were Stadholder, and since the 
provinces were the heirs to the king of Spain, as sovereigns, Maurits’s 
commission should stand and the provinces should in future make: the 
appointments.” 

Though Leicester did not contest Maurits’s appointment as Stadholder of 
Holland and Zeeland, neither did he abandon the principle that Stadholders 
were appointed ‘by the Generality rather than individual provinces. Like 
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Rennenberg and Nevenahr, in their. provinces, Willem Lodewijk had 
received his commission as Stadholder of Friesland from the States General, 
not the provincial States.’? Leicester confirmed this commission too, though 
Carel Roorda and his adherents argued that Friesland was no less sovereign 
than Holland and that Willem Lodewijk’s commission from the Generality 
should be reissued in-the. name of the provincial States. 


TABLE 9. The Stadholders of Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht.and ( ies 1590) 


Gelderland and Overijssel 

Habsburg Stadholders Dates 

Antoine de Lalaing, Count of Hoogstraten 1522-40 (Utrecht from 1527) 

René de Chilons, Prince of Orange 1540-4 

Lodewijk of Flanders, Lord of Praat 1544-7 

Maximilian of Burgundy, Marquis of Veere 1547-58 

William I, Prince of Orange 1§59-67 

Maximilien de Henin, Count of Bossu*- . :'E§67-73(4) 

Gilles de Berlaymont, Baron de Hierges°® 1574-7 

States Stadholders 

William I, Prince of Orange . 1572-84 

Maurits, Count of Nassau 1585-1625 (Utrecht from 1§90) 

Frederik Hendrik, Prince of Orange 1625-47 

William II, Prince of Orange 1647-50 

William ITI, Prince of Orange 1672-1702 

William IV, Prince of Orange 1747-51 (Gelderland from 
1729) 

William V, Prince Orange 1751-95 ye 


* Bossu was captured by the rebels in the crushing defeat suffered by the royalist fleet on the 
Zuider Zee in October 1573 but, in theory, remained the king’s Stadholder until the following 
ah 


» Hierges was effectively Stadholder of the province of Utrecht plus Amsterdam, Haarlem, 
and the South Holland towns of Heusden and Geertruidenberg and also Oudewater and 
Schoonhoven (which he retook in 1575) and the Zeeland towns af Goes and Tholen. 


After-Leicester’s departure, there were; thus, still three Stadholders. But 
it remained unclear whether the sovereign power of appointing future 
Stadholders rested with the Generality or the States. provincial. Moreover, 
the continuance of the system of three. Stadholders was undeniably frag- 
‘menting military command, and patronage, as Charles V.had intended but 
as was scarcely relevant to the existing situation. The death of Neuenahr, in 
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October 1589, provided the opportunity to advance the cohesion of the 
Republic, and Holland's influence, by bringing Neunahr’s three provinces— 
Utrecht, Overijssel, and Gelderland—under the same Stadholder as Holland 
and Zeeland. But the States of Friesland saw. this: too. and’ dispatched a 
delegation to Overijssel to try to persuade the States there to renew the 
tradition observed in Habsburg times and under Rennenberg, and choose 
Friesland’s Stadholder rather than Holland’s.% Overijssel, however, was 
more interested in securing Holland’s help to eject the Frisians, from Hasselt 
and Steenwijk, than in joining Friesland to oppose Holland. Consequently, 
Overijssel, like Utrecht, appointed Maurits. However, in both cases, the 
choice was approved and proclaimed, by the Generality, leaving the 
constitutional question unresolved.” 

Maurits was formally appointed Stadholder of Overijssel, by the States 
General, in February 1590. The States of Gelderland also decided to 
appoint Maurits. But they proceeded without reference to the Generality. 
The English members on the Raad van State protested, with the result, as 
was later reported, that the ‘Council of State, and likewise the Count 
{Maurits} himself lett them understand that the forme of their election was 
against the 24th Article of the Treaty with her Majesty by which it is 
provided that in every suche vacation of a governor, the province itself shall 
nominate two or three persons, of which the Council of State shall make 
election of one’.” 

Oldenbarnevelt and Maurits persuaded the States General to confirm the 
appointment, asking the Raad to do likewise. The Raad would have done 
so, had the English members not blocked it, in order to uphold the treaty 
and the queen’s prestige. After several months’ delay Gelderland agreed to 
start again and stick to the prescribed procedure. The name of the Calvinist 
Count Johann, of East Friesland, was placed beside that of Maurits ‘and the 
double nomination submitted to the Raad van State.” As Bodley admitted, 
all this was done only ‘for the forme’ and once the stipulation in the treaty 
was complied with, the Raad itself chose ‘Count Maurice’. 

But this still left the question of who appointed the. Stadholders unre- 
solved. In 1595, Willem Lodewijk was proclaimed Stadholder of the new 
province of Groningen by the States. General, not the province. Similarly, 
in 1596, the States General chose Willem Lodewijk Stadholder of Drenthe, 
and also of Wedde and Westerwolde, though the States of Drenthe drew up 
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their Stadholder’s ‘instructions’.” After 1596, there were no further vacan- 
cies for Stadholder until:the death of Willem Lodewijk, in 1620. Remark- 
ably enough, it was then, after the victory of the Generality. in its contest 
with the States of Holland, in 1618, that, for the first time, a provirice chose 
its: Stadholder without any intervention by the Raad van State or States 


TABLE 10. The Stadholders of Friesland and (from 1536) Groningen 


Habsburg Stadholders Dates 
Floris van Egmond, Count of Buren -1§15-17 
Georg Schenck von Tautenburg 1521-40 
Maximilian van Egmond, Count of Buren 1540-48 
Jean de Ligne, Count of Aremberg 1548-68 
Charles de Brimeu, Count of Megen 1568-72 
Gilles de Berlaymont, Baron de Hierges "1§72-3 
Don Caspar de Robles 1573-6 
States Stadholders . 
Georges de Lalaing, Count of Rennenberg 1576-80 
. (1580-1 for Philip II) 
William the Silent, Prince of Orange 1580-4 


Willem Lodewijk, Count of Nassau-Dillenburg 1584-1620 
(of Groningen from 1595) 


Ernst Casimir, Count of Nassau 1620-32 
‘(but not of Groningen) 

Hendrik Casimir I,Count of Nassau 1632-40 

Willem Frederik, Count of Nassau 1640-64 (of Groningen, 

from 1650) 
Hendrik Casimir II, Count of Nassau 1664-96 
Johan Willem Friso, Count of Nassau. and 1696-1711 
(from 1702) Prince of Orange 
William IV, Prince of Orange I711-§1 
William V, Prince of Orange 1751-95 


General.” The Frisians chose Ernst Casimir (see Table 10). Groningen and 
Drenthe chose Maurits, again without their choices requiring the approval 
of the States General. After 1620, it was accepted that.the provinces alone 
selected their Stadholders. 

The stadholderate in each province was coupled with the captaincy- 
general, that 1s, command of the army. In practice, Maurits was also 
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captain-general of the Union as a whole, with the Frisian Stadholder:as his 
deputy, though; in contrast to later Stadholders, this was not formally 
proclaimed, albeit he was appointed admiral of the Union, overall comman- 
der of the navy. But while the stadholderate was. coupled with the captaincy- 
general, it was not identical with it. For the stadholderate, as such, was 
essentially a non-military office, carrying powers and responsibilities relating 
to. the political process and administration of justice. The Stadholder,. no 
longer appointed by the king but by the provinces, was the highest-ranking 
office-holder and dignitary in each province. He was not a member of the 
provincial States, or the colleges of Gecommitteerde Raden and Delegated 
States, but could appear in their midst whenever he chose and address them 
and, under various rubrics, was charged with resolving conflicts and 
deadlock within these bodies. In the'case of the new province of Groningen, 
the Stadholder was assigned the casting vote in both the full and Delegated 
States, under the ‘instructions’ of 1595; but an argument then ensued in the 
States of Groningen, which dragged on until 1620, over whether this power 
did in fact apply in the Delegated States and how it applied in the full 
States.**- 

In all provinces, the Stadholders were charged with overseeing the 
administration of justice. The Stadholder, in varying degrees in different 
provinces, exercised significant powers of appointment and patronage of 
judicial officials, and although formally it was the States provincial—and, in 
the case of Drenthe, the States General®'\—who appointed drosts, the 
Stadholders frequently exerted a decisive influence over their selection, as 
they did also in the case of the baljuws in the Holland and Zeeland 
countryside. In Holland, and comparably in other provinces, it was the 
Stadholder who selected the magistrates (schepenen) in the towns, from 
nominations submitted by the town councils, and who exercised a general 
right to supervise vroedschap elections and intervene in cases of irregularity. 
In some towns (but not Amsterdam), the Stadholder also retained the 
pre-1572 right of the ruler to select the burgomasters from nominations 
submitted by the vroedschap. However, Maurits’s powers to decide appoint- 
ments in the towns were more theoretical than real, down to 1618, when 
they were vigorously revived. Finally, the Stadholder was charged in each 
province with a general responsibility for maintaining the Reformed 
Church. 

A key feature of the Dutch scene at the close of the sixteenth century and 
outset of the seventeenth was the close co-operation between the remaining 
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‘Stadholders.*? Maurits and Willem Lodewijk collaborated not.only in the 
military sphere but also politically, working together, with: Oldenbarnevelt 
and the Raad van State, to strengthen the Generality: and the federal 
principle, so as to increase the effectiveness of the Republic. Maurits had his 
rows with Oldenbarnevelt, notably during.the Nieuwpoort campaign of 
1600. But in the eyes of the Frisian Roordists, and other particularists in the 
lesser provinces, both Stadholders worked hand.in hand with the Holland 
regents to subordinate the lesser provinces to the Generality .and to 
Holland.* 

Under the Habsburgs, the Stadholders had been great nobles whose 
entourages reflected the splendour and hierarchical world of courtly culture. 
Despite the fact that, after 1572, the United Provinces were a republic, :and 
had no royal master, the courtly culture and aristocratic outlook: surround- 
ing the Stadholders continued as before and, indeed, took hold even more 
strongly, being used by the new Stadholders to enhance their prestige, 
‘authority, and dynastic pretensions. ‘At dinner, in his quarters at the 
Binnenhof in The Hague, Maurits was surrounded by ‘persons of quality’, 
including French and German nobles who held senior commissions in the 
States General’s. army, as well as prominent Dutch nobles.*4 Non-nobles 
occupied a subordinate position at the Stadholder’s court, which rwas 
comparatively. modest before the coup of. 1618 but subsequently gained 
considerably in splendour, especially after the arrival of the ‘Winter’ king 
‘and queen of Bohemia, and their entourage, in The Hague, in 1621 and 
under Frederik Hendrik, in the. 1630s. 
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The Commencement of 
Dutch World Trade Primacy 


¢ 


REVOLT, COMMERCE, AND MIGRATION FROM THE SOUTH 


he 1590s, the years of transition from the harsh circumstances of the 
Revolt to the onset of the Golden Age, witnessed a dramatic trans- 
formation of Dutch urban society and the economy. At the heart of this 
process, one of the most crucial shifts in Dutch history, was the rise of the 
‘rich trades’ and the processing industries which accompanied them. This 
economic ‘miracle’ of the 1590s resulted from the convergence of many 
factors: the internal stabilization of the Republic after 1588, improvement 
in the strategic situation, the reopening of the rivers and waterways linking 
Holland and Germany, influx of capital and skills from Antwerp after 1585, 
the lifting of Philip II’s embargo on Dutch ships and cargoes in the Iberian 
peninsula in 1590 (whilst retaining his embargo on England), and the 
Republic’s tightening grip on the Scheldt and Ems estuaries and naval 
blockade of the Flemish coast. The explosive expansion of its commerce 
which followed transformed the Republic into Europe’s chief emporium and 
bestowed a general primacy in world commerce which was to endure for a 
century and a half.’ The impact of this on a small country was overwhelm- 
ing, even unparallelled in history, in terms of the pace, and scope, of the 
socio-economic transformation, the galvanization ofan urban civilization 
which followed in its wake. Dutch dominance of the ‘rich trades’ made 
possible not only a rapid increase in prosperity and resources but a massive, 
sustained expansion of the cities and proliferation of new skills and 
industries. 
Admittedly, the maritime towns of Holland and Zeeland grew also before 
1572. In Amsterdam, the number of houses doubled between 1514 and 1562 
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and the population almost trebled from 11,000 to around 30,000.’ But this 
was still modest compared to Antwerp, which had a population of around 
85,000, in 1560, or Ghent with around 45,000, or larger cities, in neigh- 
bouring lands, such as London, Rouen, or Lyons. Meanwhile, the non- 
maritime towns of the north Netherlands stagnated, for an entire century, 
down to 1590, not just in the case of the IJssel towns—Kampen, Deventer, 
Zwolle, and Zutphen—and also Utrecht, Groningen, and ’s-Hertogenbosch, 
but the inland towns of Holland—Leiden, Haarlem, Gouda, Delft, and 
Dordrecht—as well. All these declined, stagnated, or else, in the case of 
Delft, grew only slightly. Dordrecht lost around 10 per cent of its popula- 
tion between 1514 and 1585, shrinking to around 10,500. When the 
Spaniards laid siege to Leiden, in 1573, the city’s population, around 12,500, 
was no larger than it had been in 1514.3 For, until the 1580s, Leiden’s cloth 
industry was contracting and there was no new industrial activity with 
which to replace it. The Dutch entrepét of the mid-sixteenth century simply 
provided no basis for either success or growth in inland manufactures. 
The situation began to change, during the mid 1580s, with the great influx 
of émigré population, and skills, from the south Netherlands. This was one 
of the four great west European migrations of early modern times with the 
expulsion of the Jews from Spain (1492), the Protestant exodus from the 
Habsburg Netherlands in the 1560s, and the flight of the Huguenots from 
France culminating in the late 1680s. The transfer of population. within the 
Netherlands from south to north, at its peak in 1585-7, may well have been 
the largest of these, amounting to over 100,000 refugees and, possibly, as 
many as 150,000. By no means all the émigrés remained in the north 
Netherlands. Substantial numbers migrated to Germany, others to England, 
But most settled in the towns of Holland and Zeeland. All the main cities 
of the south suffered a catastrophic haemorrhage of inhabitants in the Jate 
1580s (see Table 4).4 Antwerp, where the population stood at 84,000, in 
1583, and 55,000, after the siege, in 1585, had dwindled to 42,000, by 1589, 
Ghent lost about half its population. Mechelen, a city of around. 30,Q00 
inhabitants, in 1550, was down to only about 11,000 by 1590. Bruges lost 
about half its inhabitants. a 
The large numbers migrating to the north settled mainly in a few cities in 
one part of the country. The city of Utrecht, with numerous empty cloisters 
to offer as premises, tried to attract textile workers but few. came. After 
Maurits’s capture of Groningen in 1594, the new Protestant.raad did 
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likewise but again with scant success. The refugees settled extensively only 
in the towns of Holland and Zeeland. Middelburg trebled in size, to around 
30,000, during the half-century, from 1570, mainly owing to immigration 
from the south Netherlands.’ Leiden, having stagnated for a century, grew 
spectacularly from 13,000 in 1§81 to over 26,000 by 1600, almost entirely 
through immigration from the south.* Meanwhile, Amsterdam attracted the 
largest number of immigrants, approximately. 30,000; by 1600, they 
amounted to a third of the city’s population. Large numbers settled also in 
Haarlem, boosting the city’s population from 14,000 in 1570 to 39,000 by 
1622. Smaller numbers settled in other Holland and Zeeland towns but still 
with an appreciable impact. At Delft, the immigrants amounted to some 17 
per cent of the population by 1600. Flushing, with 4,425 inhabitants, in 885 
houses, in 1577,’ had grown by one-third by the late 1580s. Bodley was 
amazed to find 5,000 people in Bergen-op-Zoom, in 1589, a large proportion 
recent immigrants,’ though many of these subsequently moved on to 
Holland. 

Absorbing a massive influx of immigrants is a complex, and difficult, 
process in any human context, imposing great strains. The degree of success 
achieved depends, partly, on the absorptive capacity of the host society and, 
partly, on the adaptability of the skills of the immigrants. What is most 
remarkable about the exodus to the north after 1585 is the speed and 
comparative ease with which the newcomers were integrated into Dutch 
society. and economic life. Some more specialized skills of the immigrants 
could not be absorbed, initially, because in 1585 the north had no ‘rich 
trades’. The Antwerp sugar-refiners who arrived in Holland, in the late 
1580s, for example, moved on to Hamburg, because ‘Holland, as yet, had no 
share in the international sugar trade. The great merchants who left 
Antwerp originally preferred north-west Germany’ to the north Nether- 
lands, ‘because, in the late.1580s, Holland was not suitable for high-value, 
and long-distance, trade owing (especially) to Philip II’s embargo against 
Dutch shipping and goods (1585-90), excluding the Dutch from the Iberian 
peninsula, and thus access to the products of the Spanish and Portuguese 
Indies; also Spanish advances in the north-east Netherlands blocked: the 
routes between Holland and Germany. But Holland and Zeeland were well 
placed to accommodate the bulk of the immigration and, once absorbed, it 
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provided much of what was needed for the subsequent penetration of the 
‘rich trades’. Baltic grain. and herring, combined with Leicester’s ban on 
exports to. the south, ensured that, just when the refugees poured in, the 
United Provinces were awash with cheap provisions.'"° There was nowhere 
the refugees could have found cheaper, or more plentiful, food. The Holland 
and Zeeland towns abounded in confiscated monastic and convent build- 
ings, which the town councils hastened to offer on easy terms, as workshops 
and habitations.'' Housing was a problem and urban rents rose to exorbit- 
ant levels. But, at the same time, the Republic, with its inland waterways, 
fleets of. river vessels, and timber, depots, was. well equipped to mount a 
massive construction boom. At Leiden, the vroedschap needed the best 
monastic buildings for the university and civic institutions, but there were 
plenty more for use. for textile workshops and conversion into habitations 
for weavers.’ 

Immigrants from the south amounted to approximately 10 per cent of the 
total population of the United Provinces in the 1590s, and a far higher 
proportion of the population of the large towns of Holland and Zeeland. 
The urban labour force had been vastly expanded. Yet there was little 
friction in the labour market, for the new labour force hardly anywhere 
overlapped, or competed, with the existing Dutch proletariat. The United 
Provinces, at the end of the sixteenth century, was a land of two proleta- 
riats—the native and the immigrant—which performed largely separate 
tasks. The pre-15§85 Dutch economy, based on shipping, bulk-carrying, 
fisheries, and agriculture, had generated few export-orientated industries 
and none of the skills or trained. operatives needed to process high-value 
commodities. Activities such as printing and art where there were now two 
competing groups of trained men were rare. By and large the previous 
Dutch proletariat of seamen, fishermen, bargemen, shipyard workers, and 
peat-diggers felt little adverse effect from the influx of newcomers. 

But the broadening of. the economy, and acceleration of urban growth, 
resulting. from the immigration, could not have proceeded had not massive 
penetration of the ‘rich trades’ followed directly, in the 1590s.. For successful 
absorption of the émigrés and their skills, and sustaining the expansion of 
the Holland towns, depended on transferring a.great deal of new commerce 
and industrial activity to the Dutch seaboard, and before 1590, immigrants 
or no immigrants, it was simply not possible for the Dutch overseas trading 
system to grow dramatically in this way, given that the besieged rump of the 
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Republic was tightly sutrounded on three sides by Spanish armies, com- 
munications with Germany disrupted, and Dutch shipping and goods under 
ban in Spain and Portugal. Admittedly, Philip H’s embargo was less than 
watertight. The Dutch carried on some trade, whilst the embargoes were in 
force, with the Iberian lands. But the Spanish. measures cut out most of it 
and made what remained riskier, -more expensive and difficult, severely 
handicapping the Dutch (and English) to the advantage of the Hanseatics. 

The rise of the ‘rich trades’ in the 1590s, including (from 1598) long- 
distance colonial commerce, was thus of paramount importance not only 
for the history of Dutch trade and shipping, but for society, industry, the 
cities, the entire fabric and:culture of the Dutch Golden Age. In the 1580s, 
the Republic was in retreat on every front. The outlook was decidedly one 
of gloom for the present and future. Without the fundamental restructuring 
of the Dutch overseas trading. system, in the 1590s, the recent influx of 
immigrants and skills could not have been absorbed, the cities could not 
have rapidly expanded, and there could not have been a subsequent Golden 
Age. 

Thus, while it is true that the exodus from the south was a crucial factor 
it was by no means a sufficient one, on its own, to generate the economic 
‘miracle’ of the 1590s. No less vital was the changed political and strategic 
context."? Philip. II’s decision to intervene in France in 1590, the drastic 
weakening of the Spanish pressure on the north which resulted, Maurits’s 
great offensives of 1591, 1593-4, and 1597, clearing the Spaniards from the 
IJssel, Waal, and other main river routes, the securing of the Republic’s 
territory, and Philip II’s lifting of his embargo against Dutch commerce with 
Spain and Portugal, combined with the tightening of the Dutch naval 
blockade of the south, created, within a few years, an entirely new 
framework and altogether more favourable conditions. The 1590s created 
confidence that the Republic had a secure future and that Holland was a 
viable base for large-scale investment in .commerce and manufacturing 
processes. This, in turn, began attracting, especially to Amsterdam, many of 
the élite merchants from Antwerp who had migrated in the .1580s to 
Hamburg, Bremen, Emden, Stade, Cologne, and Frankfurt in preference to 
what. was then a besieged, gloom-ridden, and economically depressed 
Republic.: 

These changes generated massive investment during the 1590s, above all 
at Amsterdam but also in Middelburg, Rotterdam, Delft, Haarlem, and the 
West Frisian ports, in a whole range of ‘rich trades’, commencing with the 
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traffic now reviving with Spain, Portugal, and the Mediterranean. Armed 
with the spices, sugar, silks, dyestuffs, Mediterranean fruit and wine, and 
Spanish American silver, obtained in the south, merchants based in Holland 
and Zeeland then rapidly outstripped merchants operating from Hamburg, 
Liibeck, and London in supplying these commodities to the north."4 In this 
way the Dutch, whose Baltic commerce had previously been. confined to a 
small number..of bulky commodities of. relatively low value, mainly grain, 
timber, salt, herring, and wine, and restricted to the grain and timber ports. 
on the southern and eastern shores of the Baltic, embarked on what has 
been called the ‘second Dutch conquest’ of the Baltic trade—their penetra- 
tion of the high-value traffic formerly dominated by the Hanseatics and 
English. As an extension of this process, Dutch ships began sailing regularly 
also around the top of Scandinavia to the White Sea port of Archangel, at 
that time Russia’s window on the west. In 1590 this Muscovy traffic was 
solidly in the hands of the English. But in a situation in-which the Dutch 
now had better access to the Iberian market, and colonial goods, than 
London there was little chance that the English could long resist the Dutch 
challenge—for spices and silver were the key. By 1600 merchants based in 
Amsterdam, mostly Antwerp émigrés, had already outstripped: the English 
Muscovy trade.'> 

Quite soon, Spanish ministers realized that Dutch access. to Spain and 
Portugal, and the control this gave over the distribution of spices, sugar, 
and other colonial commodities, and Mediterranean products, throughout 
northern Europe, was fuelling the sensational expansion of Dutch power 
and wealth, and of the Dutch cities, now in progress. Clearly this access was 
also nourishing the rise of the new Dutch textile industries based on the 
techniques brought by the immigrants of 1585 for it was with linen and new 
draperies, manufactured by southern immigrants at Haarlem and Leiden, as 
well as with capital transferred from the south Netherlands, that the new 
merchant élite of Holland and Zeeland were buying up the colonial. and 
high-value commodities of southern Europe. 

Consequently, it was decided at the commencement of Philip III’s reign, 
in 1598, to reimpose the embargoes in Spain and Portugal on Dutch ships, 
goods, and merchants. But this Spanish attempt to reverse what had 
happened served only further to strengthen the burgeoning Dutch overseas 
trading system by forcing the élite merchants of Holland and Zeeland—if 
they were not to lose the newly won ‘rich trades’ in Europe—to invest 
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immediately, and heavily,.in a:new direct traffic to the Indies east.and west 
(see pp. 320-1 below): 

Dutch world trade primacy, based.on the Dutch entrepét’s role, after 
1590, as a general reservoir of commodities of all types,.and from all parts 
of the world, both high-value and bulk, and an incomparable mass of 
shipping with which to bring the goods in and out, lasted almost a century 
and a half. But during this long period there were.a number of basic shifts 
in the rhythm and. general direction: of the Dutch entrepét .and it is, 
consequently, necessary: to. divide the phenomenon into several phases. 
Phase One (1590-1609) saw the establishment of the Dutch ‘rich trades’ and 
the rise of the new long-distance traffic to the East Indies, Africa, and the 
Americas. Phase Two (1609-21), shaped by the Twelve Years Truce 
(1609-21), was characterized by a certain loss of momentum in colonial 
trade, particularly marked in the Caribbean and Brazil but even greater 
success than before in European waters. The lifting of the Spanish embar- 
goes, in 1609, combined. with the suspension of Spanish and Flemish 
privateering. against Dutch shipping, reduced Dutch freight and marine 
insurance charges, enhancing further the competitive edge the Dutch en- 
joyed over the English and. Hanseatics through their lower freight rates.'® 
This, together with improved access to the Mediterranean as well as Spain 
and Portugal, greatly strengthened Dutch Mediterranean trade (for the time 
being), temporarily enabled the Dutch to eclipse the English in the direct 
seaborne trade to the Levant,'’ and. also brought the Dutch to the peak of 
their ascendancy in Baltic commerce. Phase Two was likewise much more 
favourable than Phase One for the fisheries. 

However, during Phase Two Zeeland failed to share in the prosperity of 
Holland, for the Truce also involved the temporary lifting of the Dutch 
‘naval blockade of the Flemish coast (though not the restrictions on the 
Scheldt). As a. result; merchants ‘in the South Netherlands could resume 
importing cargoes direct from the Baltic and southern Europe to the 
Flemish seaports, and then on to Bruges, Ghent, and Antwerp, bypassing 
the Zeeland entrepdt. Thus, as the States of Zeeland observed, in October 
1614, :the importing of: salt from Portugal and France to the south 
Netherlands, for refining at Ghent, was totally diverted from Zeeland and 
the Scheldt to Ostend and Dunkirk.'* Indeed, much of the Zeeland transit 
‘traffic to the south collapsed (until 1621). Since this was Zeeland’s principal 
commerce, the shift was a severe blow to the whole province. It was in 
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recognition of this that the States General agreed in 1612 to the reduction 
of Zeeland’s quota to the Generality budget, the Amsterdam city council 
commenting that this was only just,.given the ‘decadence’ into which 
Zeeland had lapsed.'? 

Phase Three (1621-47) was shaped principally by the resumption of the 
Dutch-Spanish conflict, reimposition of the embargoes, and the Dutch 
naval blockade of the Flemish coast. During this phase, Zeeland recovered 
and colonial commerce gained in-momentum, but Dutch European. trade 
was adversely affected, contracting in absolute terms until after 1630, despite 
the success of re-exports of colonial goods tovnorthern Europe and the 
supply of provisions, via the North German ports and. estuaries, to the 
armies operating in the devastated interior of Germany. A particular 
problem, from the late 1620s, was the rapid growth of the Flemish 
privateering fleet, at Dunkirk and Ostend, and its mounting impact -on 
Dutch shipping: The loss of many hundreds of ships and-cargoes in the 
North Sea and English Channel drove up Dutch freight and marine 
insurance rates to drastically higher levels than. pertained during Phase 
Two.” Especially hard-hit during this: period: was: Dutch:commerce with 
southern Europe, not only Spain and Portugal but also Italy and the 
Levant. The recently flourishing Dutch Levant trade collapsed almost 
completely in the early 1620s, and did. not. recover until the years around 
1647. Another difficulty during Phase Three: was chronic shortage of salt 
suitable for the fisheries. The Spaniards not only succeeded in preventing 
the Dutch obtaining Portuguese salt. for twenty years from 1621 to the 
Portuguese secession of 1640-1, but also, by building forts at the main 
salt-pans in the Caribbean, deprived the Dutch of the alternative supply to 
which they had resorted in 1598—1607.. 

These problems, compounded by the disruption of the Baltic trade inthe 
late 1620s, caused a serious slump in Holland from 1621, the .most 
protracted of the seventeenth. century though it was less traumatic than the 
depression of the 1670s. ‘This recession in the Dutch maritime. economy, 
from 1621 until the early 1630s also adversely affected many. industries. 
Shipbuilding, salt-refining, sugar-refining, and printing”! all contracted sig- 
nificantly during these years. Recovery began in the early 1630s and by the 
late 1630s had become a feverish boom in some sectors, especially agricul- 
ture, textiles; colonial trade, and financial speculation. But Dutch. European 
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commerce remained sluggish: down to the late. 1640s.'-Full recovery, and 
further expansion, in European commerce and the fisheries, had:to await the 
onset of Phase Four (1647-72; see pp. 611-12 below).: 

The slump of the 1620s was severe but the Republic was spared the full 
impact of the recession by several :developments which partly :offset the 
contraction of shipping and trade. In contrast to: other industries, the 
woollen and linen industries of Leiden and Haarlem benefited from the new 
situation, partly because the naval blockade of the Flemish coast—and high 
wartime tariffs on Flemish imports via the: inland -waterways—reduced 
exports of manufactures (often of directly competing’ products) from the 
south Netherlands towns and hampered their imports of wool. At the same 
time the Thirty Years War devastated the. textile towns of Germany. 
Consequently, while Dutch Baltic trade‘as a whole slumped disastrously in 
the 1620s, exports of Dutch textiles to the Baltic went from strength to 
strength.” 

But what above all offset the negative consequences of the recession in 
large areas of trade and industry was the simultaneous vigorous boom in 
agriculture. The prosperity of Dutch agriculture during Phase Three, 
together with the connected growth in the river traffic to the Rhineland, 
Liége, and the Spanish Netherlands, was also essentially a consequence of 
the resumed Dutch-Spanish conflict and the Thirty Years War. Demand for 
Dutch provisions of every kind—dairy produce, beer, fish and meat; and (in 
as far as any was available) grain and salt, as well as French wine for the 
officers, and tobacco—was never greater, in either Germany or the south 
Netherlands. The high tolls which applied on the river traffic to Germany 
and the south Netherlands also enabled the five Dutch admiralty colleges to 
cream off large sums in customs (convoyen en licenten) with which to assist 
the financing of Dutch naval expansion. 


THE CHANGING BALANCE BETWEEN 
“BULK-CARRYING’ AND THE ‘RICH TRADES’ 


The maritime slump of the 1620s was one of the harshest of the seventeenth 
century, second only to the trauma of 1672, its effects not being fully 
overcome until the 1640s. But, in the wider perspective of Dutch history, 
its real significance lies in. the further -shift. it precipitated, within the 
Dutch maritime -economy, from. bulk freightage to the new high-value 
commerce. 
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The bulk-carrying traffic in grain, timber, salt,.and fish originally came to 
be dominated by the Dutch, as we have seen, in the fifteenth century. It then 
expanded impressively during the sixteenth century, culminating in the 
1590s and first two decades of the seventeenth century, with the introduction 
of the famous fluit, a specialized seagoing vessel, designed to carry maxi- 
mum cargo at minimum cost: The rise of the fluit was also part of a shift 
towards using larger vessels for bulk-carrying than had been the practice 
previously.”3 

Bulk-carrying, especially of Baltic grain and timber, was undoubtedly of 
fundamental importance in laying the foundations of the Golden Age. 
Holland’s resilience, and resourcefulness, during the Revolt owed much to 
the widely diffused profits, as well as the ships and seamen, of the Baltic 
trade. The high level of urbanization, and urban vitality, of Holland and 
Zeeland on the eve of the Golden Age stemmed largely from the carrying 
traffic. Also, after 1600, bulk-carrying nourished Holland and Zeeland with 
a more abundant stock of ships, seamen, and naval stores than could be 
found anywhere else. Yet, if we define the Golden Age as an enriching, and 
expansion, well beyond the point reached by the 1580s, it is plainly the ‘rich 
trades’, and not bulk freightage, which subsequently contributed most to 
shaping the economic and social context. Bulk-carrying was already close to 
the limit of its expansion by the 1590s when the Golden Age began. Its 
subsequent expansion until 1620 was marginal in character. By contrast, the 
‘rich trades’ grew spectacularly after 1590, generating much larger profits 
and a much greater accumulation of wealth than bulk trade. Baltic grain, 
for example, was worth about three million guilders yearly, on the Dutch 
market, in the middle of the seventeenth century, while the combined value 
of the three largest ‘rich trades’—the East India, Spanish, and Levant 
trades—in the 1650s and 1660s was approximately seven times as great, over 
20 million guilders.“ Moreover, whilst commerce with Mediterranean and 
colonial markets, and also high-value commerce with the Baltic and Russia, 
provided the raw materials for the main export industries of the later 
seventeenth century—Leiden fine cloth (made from Spanish wool), camlets 
(Turkish mohair), silks, cottons, fine linen, copper, processed sugar, and 
tobacco—bulk freightage was of less relevance to industry, except for the 
case of shipbuilding.** Finally, there is the cultural dimension. For it was 
not bulk-carrying but the new high-value commerce which provided the 
wealth and, no less important, the rare materials and skills which made 
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possible the astounding variety and sophistication of the Golden Age. 
Highly specialized techniques were required to produce dyes, glazes, ce- 
ramics, diamonds, fine furniture, patterned linens and silks, and such 
specialities as ‘gold leather’, tapestry, and wood marquetry. 

Moreover, the contribution of the ‘rich trades’ -increased in the first 
two-thirds of the seventeenth century, while the relative importance of bulk 
freightage steadily diminished until by the last quarter of the century it was 
dwarfed by high-value commerce and industry geared to the ‘rich trades’. 
In absolute terms, bulk-carrying expanded until 1620 but then began to 
contract—especially in Holland. 

Both the timing and reasons for the long-term decline of the West Frisian 
ports, the heart of the bulk-carrying traffic, are clear. The Sound toll 
statistics show that Hoorn, Enkhuizen, and Medemblik were especially 
badly affected by the slump of the 1620s and that these towns never 
recovered. The initial cause was the sudden contraction of supplies of good 
salt and herring and, from 1621, a marked‘ drop in Enkhuizen’s exports of 
herring to the Baltic.” Thus, the West Frisian ports began to decay owing 
to the Spanish embargoes, and Spain’s (rather effective) measures to cut the 
flow of high-grade salt to the Republic and attacks on.the North Sea herring 
fishery, though later additional factors came into play which prevented 
recovery. 

While the total number of Dutch ships entering the Baltic recovered to 
pre-1621 levels temporarily in the 1630s, the number of fluits sailing from 
Holland to the Baltic did not. The reason for.this was that there was now 
a shift from using large fluits based in the West Frisian ports of North 
Holland to using smaller craft, based in Friesland and the Wadden Islands. 
As a result West Friesland’s share of the total Dutch Baltic traffic, which 
stood at over 30 per cent in 1620, fell to 26 per cent by the late 1620s, and 
only 18 -per cent by. 1640.77 Furthermore, while the other main Holland 
towns continued to grow vigorously down to 1672, the West Frisian ports, 
the home of the /fluit: fleets, began to shrink in the 1620s, a process of 
de-urbanization commencing more than half a century before that in the 
rest of the Republic. At Enkhuizen, the annual: number of baptisms into the 
Dutch Reformed Church reached its peak, of 854, precisely in the year 
1621.” After 1621, baptisms at Enkhuizen began slowly, but quite definitely, 
to diminish. Around that year, Enkhuizen thus reached its absolute peak of 
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22,000 inhabitants (see Table 12), and the population and vitality of Hoorn 
too began to decline from that point. 


THE BEGINNINGS OF THE DUTCH COLONIAL EMPIRE 


The years around 1590 form. a watershed in Dutch history marking the 
transition from the sombre, difficult conditions of the:1570s and 1580s to 
the commencement of the Golden Age. That the beginnings of Dutch 
long-distance navigation, and the colonial empire, also lie in the 1590s is 
obviously no accident. Rather, these complex phenomena were the direct 
consequence of the new opportunities, resources, and dynamism generated 
by the general restructuring, political, strategic, and economic, which took 
place in the years around 1590. 

Many ingredients were necessary to make possible-a vigorous, successful, 
and enduring-maritime expansion in Asian, African, and American seas and 
all the more so at a time when the Republic was engaged in a full-scale 
struggle, by land and sea, with Spain. These preconditions were a secure 
home base for long-term investments, a large accumulation of merchant 
capital, political support at both civic.and provincial level, detailed know- 
ledge about routes and conditions in‘ the Indies, a transferable surplus of 
naval and military power at home, and, finally, favourable circumstances 
for breaking into the hotly: contested European pepper; spice, and sugar 
market. Before 1590 not-a single one of these conditions applied and there 
was little or no prospect that the bulk-carrying traditions of Holland and 
Zeeland could have translated, in pre-1590 circumstances, into a flourishing 
long-distance. traffic or the founding of a colonial empire. 

The internal strengthening of the Republic, and its institutions, in the 
years 1588-90, strategic improvement of. the early 1590s, and influx of 
merchants, and capital, from Antwerp after-1585-were thus all vital factors 
in the rise of the Dutch long-distance traffic outside of Europe. But most 
vital of all was the onset of the ‘rich trades’, a successful Dutch commerce 
in high-value commodities within Europe.?? This phenomenon. occurred 
specifically in the early and mid-1590s. The emergence of Amsterdam as the 
main rival of Hamburg: (which had taken over from Antwerp, after 1585) 
for control of the distribution of pepper, spices, ‘and sugar in northern 
Europe, the upsurge of imports of colonial products to Holland, from:Spain 
and Portugal, following the lifting of Philip II’s embargo against the Dutch 
in 1590, and the rapid Dutch penetration of the high-value Muscovy trade 
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in the early 1590s, were all: immediate precursors of the rise of Dutch 
navigation to the Indies east and west in the late 1590s. Commercially, 
Dutch colonial trade stemmed from the breakthrough in European trade.» 

The first step in the establishment of the Dutch empire of trade in the 
Indies was the setting up of the private Compagnie van Verre (Long- 
Distance Company), at Amsterdam in March 1594. This was a consortium 
of nine élite merchants, two of whom, Reinier Pauw (1564-1636) and 
Hendrik Hudde, were influential regents who stood close to the heart of 
civic government, as well as commerce.*! Several.were immigrants, including 
two south Netherlanders and Jan Poppen (c.1545-1616), a Protestant from 
Holstein who founded one of the wealthiest merchant dynasties of Amster- 
dam. The company gathered a starting capital-of 290,000 guilders and fitted 
out a. fleet of four ships manned by 249 men, armed with 100 cannon 
supplied by. the States of Holland. The States also allowed the company 
exemption from Generality customs on its imports from the East Indies. The 
fleet sailed from Texel in April 1595,'three of the ships returning safely in 
1§97, albeit with only eighty-nine of the men still alive. 

The profits of this first expedition were meagre but the merchants 
remained undaunted. Indeed, so. rapid in the years 1594-7 was the rise of 
Amsterdam’s re-exports of (Portuguese) pepper and spices to Germany, the 
Baltic, and Russia, at the expense. of rival trading powers,” that it was 
obvious to every élite merchant, -by 1597, that the Republic had now 
captured control of the distribution of colonial goods in northern Europe, 
and that (with London‘ still paralysed, as far as colonial products were 
concerned, ‘by the effects of the Spanish embargoes against England of 
1585-1604) heavy investment in.a direct East India traffic, bypassing the 
Lisbon and Seville entrepdéts, was likely:to result in massive profits and a 
tightening of the: newly won Dutch grip over the ‘rich trades’. of northern 
Europe. bat 

At the same time knowledge about ‘commerce in the East Indies, as well 
as of the commodities of Asia, was being widely disseminated in the Dutch 
mercantile towns. This stemmed partly from the resumption of trade with 
Portugal, following the lifting of Philip II’s embargo against the Dutch in 
1§90, partly from the newly arrived. Portuguese crypto-Jewish community in 
Amsterdam, which initially, in the: late 1590s, specialized in importing East 
India commodities from Lisbon, and, finally, partly from the publication of 
several books: Pre-eminent among the latter was the. /tinerario (1596) of Jan 


® Thid. 67~73. 
Van Dillen, Oudste aandeelhoudersregister, 6. 
¥ Kellenbenz, ‘Pfeffermarkt’, 33-49. 


320 The Early Golden Age, 1588-1647 


Huigen van Linschoten, who had gone out to Goa in. 1584 as an. employee 
of the. House of Fugger and returned to. Europe in 1592. His book was a 
veritable merchants’ manual of routes, commodities, and conditions in the 
East Indies. 

Stimulated by the highly favourable circumstances created by the break- 
through in the European ‘rich trades’ after 1590, there arose a frenetic 
interest, and involvement, in the East India traffic during the second half of 
the 1590s throughout the Dutch. seaboard.* The original company was 
expanded into.a larger consortium with eighteen directors. and a starting 
capital of 768,466 guilders. A second fleet was prepared, this time consisting 
of eight vessels and placed under the.command of Jacob Cornelisz. van 
Neck, a knowledgeable, competent man who later became a burgomaster of 
Amsterdam. Yet, at the same time, two more.companies, and fleets, took 
shape in Zeeland, the three fleets departing almost simultaneously, in-the 
spring of 1598. Van Neck returned with four richly laden vessels: fourteen 
months later, to an ecstatic reception from the Amsterdam : business. com- 
munity. After deduction of costs, the Compagnie van: Verre made.a profit 
of 400 per cent. 

It was doubtless because the Dutch long-distance traffic had already 
begun that the reimposition. in 1598 of: the embargoes on Dutch ships, 
goods, and merchants in Spain and Portugal had such a sensational effect. 
By cutting off the flow of colonial and Mediterranean products from Iberia 
to the Dutch entrepét,. Spanish ministers. hoped .to. abort the .massive 
expansion of the Dutch ‘rich trades’ in Europe.* But, precisely by threaten- 
ing the continuance of their commercial success in Europe, as Grotius and 
other seventeenth-century Dutch historians later pointed out, the embargoes 
compelled the newly arisen merchant.élite of the Dutch maritime towns to 
invest massively, and without delay; in the.traffic of the Indies. Unless-they 
were willing to see their European commerce evaporate before their. eyes, 
and see themselves supplanted by the Hanseatics and English (who were 
readmitted to Iberian ports in 1604), the Dutch had to sail to the Indies and 
obtain the commodities they needed at source. Moreover, it was. vital from 
the very outset that. this new traffic:should.be-on a sufficiently grand scale 
to bring in enough pepper and spices to service a distribution system which 
now extended from France to.Russia. By :1599, there were no fewer than 
eight different companies participating in the East India traffic. in Holland 
and Zeeland, based at Amsterdam; Rotterdam; Middelburg, Hoorn, and 
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Enkhuizen. By the autumn of 1601 no fewer than fourteen Dutch fleets, 
totalling sixty-five ships, had sailed from the United Provinces to the East 
Indies,*5 a level which far outstripped the East India trade of both Portugal 
and England. 

But such frantic activity inevitably caused chaotic oscillations in the 
market, in both the Spice Islands (the Moluccas and Amboina) and Java, 
and at the European end. By 1601 both prices and profits were falling 
steeply. It was this that led the merchants participating in the various 
companies to ask the States of Holland and Zeeland to intervene to impose 
order on.the traffic, warning that if this were not done the newly burgeoning 
Dutch East India traffic would suffer severe difficulties and perhaps col- 
lapse.>° In this way merchants and States commenced consultations as to 
how to federate the Dutch traffic so as to place it on a stable, orderly, and 
enduring basis, deliberations in which Oldenbarnevelt himself played a 
major role. 7 

The unique federal structure of the Dutch state, and powerful influence 
of civic autonomy within the Republic, made it possible to devise a totally 
new kind of commercial organization,.a chartered, joint-stock monopoly 
strongly backed by the state which was, at the same time, federated into 
chambers: which kept their capital, and commercial operations, separate 
from each other, while observing general guidelines, and policies, set by a 
federal board of directors. The precise form of the new organization resulted 
from a lengthy process of negotiation. At their conference at The Hague, in 
December 1601, the directors proposed that the Amsterdam Chamber of the 
new company should receive half the seats on the projected new federal 
board of directors since together the Amsterdam companies were contribut- 
ing (slightly over) half the total starting capital. But Oldenbarnevelt—whose 
power base lay outside Amsterdam—and the States of Holland and Zeeland 
were anxious that Amsterdam should have less than half the votes on the 
federal board..: Thus, Amsterdam ended up with eight, out of a total of 
seventeen, seats. in this gathering which became known as the Heren XVII. 
Of the remainder; four were allocated to Zeeland and two each to the North 
Quarter and the South Holland towns. The latter two chambers were each 
divided in turn into two sub-chambers, respectively Hoorn and Enkhuizen, 
and Delft and Rotterdam, each of which nominated one director to the 
federal board. The seventeenth director was nominated by the three smaller 
chambers in-rotation.?’ Although, from the first, non-regent, élite merchants 
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played-a large part in running the Amsterdam Chamber, it was inevitable 
that regents should be preponderant in administering the new organization 
and heavily so in the case of.the smaller chambers.” Moreover, in the course 
of time, the influence of regents over the running of the Amsterdam 
Chamber tended to increase. 

The States of Holland and Zeeland negotiated the arrangements with the 
merchants. Nevertheless, formally speaking, it was the States General which 
chartered and set up the new United East. India Company (Verenigde 
Oostindische Compagnie, or VOC). For only the States General: could 
confer upon it the delegated, sovereign, rights to maintain troops. and 
garrisons, fit out warships, impose governors upon Asian populations, and 
conduct diplomacy with eastern potentates, as well as sign treaties and make 
alliances. Once the charter was assigned, in.1602, the VOC enjoyed a great 
deal of freedom of action. Nevertheless, an element of Generality supervi- 
sion remained.*? Treaties, alliances, and instructions to VOC governors in 
Asia had to be approved by the States General and the VOC was required 
to submit periodic reports on the general state of its affairs in the East 
Indies. Also the original charter was subject to:review, and renewal, by the 
States General, after twenty-one years. VOC military. and naval. comman- 
ders in Asia, and the Company’s diplomatic. agents, were required to swear 
double oaths of allegiance to their employer, the Company, and the States 
General of the United Provinces. : 

From the outset the new organization was heavily armed and intent on 
carving for itself a dominant position in the commerce of the East Indies. 
The Company achieved its first conquests in 1605 when its forces captured 
the Indonesian ‘Spice Islands’ of Ternate, Tidore, and Amboina from the 
Portuguese. But it was not until.the commencement of the Twelve Years 
Truce, in 1609, that the Heren XVII decided to appoint:a governor-general 
and raad (council) to administer their trade factories and conquests in Asia. 
Originally, the headquarters of the Dutch empire of trade in the east was 
established in Bantam, at the western tip.of Java. The first governor-general, 
Pieter Both (see Table 11), was neither a:Hollander nor a Zeelander but 
came from Amersfoort, which was possibly one reason ‘for his appointment 
since none could regard him as aligned with any of the regional chambers. 
He was the first of a long line of governors-general of the Dutch East Indies 
under the VOC, presiding over a colonial empire, and zone of maritime 
activity, stretching from the Cape.of Good Hope to the shores.of Japan and 
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the Philippines: Though Both was occasionally referred to in Dutch sources 
as a ‘viceroy’, with the example in mind of the viceroys in the colonial 
empires of Spain and Portugal, he was by no means a viceroy in the true 
sense of the term,” being neither the proxy for a ruler, nor at the head of a 
quasi-monarchical court,-nor indeed even a nobleman of any sort, let alone 
a grandee. In other ways too, his status and functions reflected the fact that 
the United Provinces were a republic, whose political forms did not 
correspond to those of Europe’s monarchies. Thus, he was bound by his 
instructions to take important decisions, and sign decrees, treaties, and 
reports, only in conjunction with his council, the raad of the Indies, 
comprising his principal military, naval, and commercial subordinates. 
Officially, he possessed authority only in so far as he worked in consultation 
with his council. Furthermore, the raad was far from a rubber stamp and 
while some future governors-general did exhibit authoritarian tendencies, 
and there were clashes between governors-general and raad, by and large 
the system of collective responsibility and government worked. It was 
inherent in this situation that the Heren XVII at home showed little 
inclination to choose relatives of the Princes of Orange, or leading nobles, 
as their governors-general in the Indies. Both came from a regent back- 
ground and his early successors were likewise chosen from élite merchant 
families among the regents. Later, it became usual to select the governors- 
general from among long-standing senior employees of the Company. 
The Heren XVII looked for competence, experience, and knowledge of 
the Indies, not social status. Consequently, the list of governors-general 
of the Dutch East Indies in the seventeenth century (see Table 11) was 
unique in being the only set of senior governors of a European colonial 
empire of the time which did not consist of nobles. 

The principal Dutch factories when Both reached the East Indies, in 1610, 
were those of Ternate, Tidore, Amboina, the Banda Islands, and Bantam. 
In 1619, however, the fourth governor-general and one of the most famous, 
Jan Pietersz. Coen (1587-1629), seized Jakarta and transferred the VOC’s 
headquarters in Asia there. Coen wanted to name his new conquest ‘New 
Hoorn’ after his birthplace, but the Heren XVII preferred a name with 
unifying connotations for the entire Republic and instead chose ‘Batavia’. 
Batavia rapidly developed into the foremost European military, naval, and 
commercial base in Asia, far outstripping Goa and Malacca, and remained 
such until the late eighteenth century. The Dutch rebuilt the town and 
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provided it with formidable fortifications. Though it was not until the late 
seventeenth century that the town developed much landward interaction 
with other parts of Java, from the first it served. as the general rendezvous 
for Dutch ships and cargoes converging from: the outlying parts of the 
Indonesian archipelago, India, the China Sea, and Japan. It was also the 


TABLE 11, The governors-general of the Dutch East Indies during the first 
century of the VOC 


Governor-general Dates Place of origin Social origin 
Pieter Both 1609-14 Amersfoort regent 

Gerard Reynst ‘1614-15 Amsterdam regent 

Laurens Reael 1616-19 Amsterdam regent 

Jan Pietersz. Coen * 1619-23. Hoom mercantile 

Pieter de Carpentier 1623-7 Antwerp southern refugee 
Jan Pietersz. Coen 1627-9 Hoorn mercantile 
Jacques Specx 1629-32 Dordrecht southern refugee 
Hendrik Brouwer 1632-6 sa 

Antonio.van Diemen 1636-45 Kuilenburg mercantile 
Cornelis van der Lijn 1645-50 Alkmaar 

Carel Reniersz. 1650-3. Amsterdam mercantile 

Joan Maetsuycker 1653-78 Amsterdam Catholic professional 
Rijcklof van Goens 1678-81 Rees army 

Cornelis Jansz. Speelman 1681-4 Rotterdam mercantile 
Joannes Camphuys 1684-91 Haarlem skilled artisanate 
Willem van Oudthoorn 1691-1704 Amboina VOC officialdom 
Joan van Hoorn 1704-9 Amsterdam _ mercantile 
Abraham van Riebeek Cape Town VOC officialdom 


1709-13 


principal Dutch military garrison in the East Indies and in the seventeenth, 
and much of the eighteenth, centuries constituted the largest concentration 
of Europeans anywhere in Asia. The town acquired a vroedschap, consis- 
tory, orphanage, and the other usual civic institutions of Dutch towns of the 
time. By 1700, there were about 6,000 Europeans at Batavia, almost as 
many as were then to be found in Dutch South Africa. However, the vast 
majority of the men were soldiers, seamen, or other employees of the VOC, 
and Batavia never developed an economically independent Dutch burgher 
class.” The total size of Batavia grew from about 8,000, in 1624, to around 
70,000 by 1700. The non-European population, untypical of the rest of Java, 
was extremely mixed, the largest community being the Chinese. There were 
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also. sizeable groups from others parts of Indonesia and of Malays. : The 
consistory of Batavia, which. after a few years organized services in Malay 
and Portuguese, as well as Dutch,.employed four: Dutch Reformed pre- 
achers as early as 1632. 

By comparison with the Dutch factories and bases.in.Asia, their forts and 
settlements on African and. American shores, in the early decades, were 
distinctly modest. The most important before 1630. was Fort, Nassau 
(Mourée) on the Gold Coast, which the States General (sending a naval 
contingent) established in 1611, to neutralize Portuguese power in the area 
and serve as a general rendezvous for Dutch ships and trade on the coasts 
of western Africa. Since 1598 the Dutch'had superseded the Portuguese as 
the dominant power in West African waters and. largely controlled. the 
Guinea gold and ivory traffic. However, before 1634, the Dutch made no 
effort to enter the slave trade between Africa and the Americas, being 
content to leave this to the Portuguese, who :enjoyed the access to the 
Spanish American colonies which the Dutch themselves lacked.. Most of the 
Dutch goods shipped to Africa: were stockpiled at Fort Nassau, where the 
bulk of the gold and ivory were stored awaiting shipment to the Republic. 

It was also from 1598, and'the reimposition of the Spanish embargoes, 
that Dutch ships began to appear in large numbers in the Caribbean and 
along the coasts of northern South America.“ Most of these ships came to 
fetch high-grade’ salt, to replace the supplies normally procured in Portugal. 
Others came to load hides, tobacco, dye-woods, sugar, and silver bought 
from the Spanish settlers in places remote from the main centres of Spanish 
authority—notably Venezuela and western Santo Domingo—and from the 
Indians of the Guyanas and Amazonia. 

The private companies trading with Guinea and the Americas in the 
period down to 1621 soon felt the need for state backing—provision of arms 
and warships, exemption from customs, help with building forts, and ‘a 
degree of regulation, to prevent competition between companies undermin- 
ing profits. By 1606 there was strong support; especially at Amsterdam and 
in. Zeeland, among the. directors of the various companies for setting up a 
state-chartered, joint-stock’ monopoly organization, on the model of: the 
VOC, to manage the whole of Dutch commerce with the Americas together 
with West Africa (East Africa and the: Cape of Good Hope having beén 
assigned to the VOC). The plans which came before the States of Holland 
and Zeeland at that time ‘were supported by:a publicity fanfare which 
trumpeted both the riches to be won by breaking into the colonial empires 
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of Spain and ‘Portugal, and acquiring their colonies, and the benefits of 
sending out settlers. to. colonize areas not presently held. by the Iberians, 
notably.in the Guyanas:iand present-day Argentina:and Chile. The latter 
concept was stressed especially by Willem Usselincx (1567-1647), an Ant- 
werp émigré ‘who became the most notable. Dutch economic: writer of the 
early seventeenth century: Usselincx held that the best way to strengthen 
the Republic’s commerce and shipping: would be to establish.colonies which 
could be populated from the Fatherland and: would eventually provide 
the metropolis with a growing market for its manufactures.* But despite the 
widespread backing for a Dutch West India Company by 1606-7,:the scheme 
was aborted in that year: by. Oldenbarnevelt who was then in the midst of his 
truce negotiations with Spain and knew that erecting such an organization 
would so antagonize the Spanish Crown as to destroy all possibility of a 
negotiated settlement. 

Consequently, the setting up of a Dutch West India Company chartered 
by the States General: was delayed until June 1621, after the expiry of the 
Twelve Years. Truce, and then it took: another three years to gather the 
necessary starting capital. The original monopoly was for twenty-four years 
and empowered the new Company, the WIC (Westindische Compagnie), 
just as the VOC had been authorized, to maintain garrisons and warships, 
appoint governors, and sign alliances with native peoples, under the general 
supervision of the States General, with the State to assist with procurement 
of weapons, munitions, troops, and warships. As with the VOC, WIC 
commanders and governors swore a double oath of allegiance to the 
Company and the States General. 

The WIC was divided into five regional chambers, those of Amsterdam, 
Zeeland, the Maas (Rotterdam), Groningen, and the North Quarter. As 
with the chambers of the VOC, each of these kept its own separate capital, 
and accounts, and overall policy was determined by a federal board of 
management, in this case called the. Heren XIX. Again Amsterdam was not 
allowed to assume a majority share in the Company, being assigned 
four-ninths of both the seats on the board and weighting in-relation to the 
other chambers. Zeeland was deemed to account for two-ninths of the 
Company’s operations and the other three chambers for one-ninth each. 
Although non-regent élite merchants were prominent among the directors 
of the Amsterdam Chamber, in the case of the WIC, as with the VOC, 
Tegents were extremely influential in all the chambers and on the federal 
board. 
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The WIC’s initial undertakings in the 1620s all ended in failure, however, 
and it was not until the capture of Recife, in northern Brazil, in 1630, that 
the new organization succeeded in acquiring and holding a major base in 
Ibero-America. Even then, it was not until the mid-1630s that the Company 
controlled a large share of Brazil’s sugar exports to Europe and seemed to 
offer good prospects of becoming a fully viable commercial operation. Until 
the mid-1630s, the WIC’s profits—from privateering against Spanish and 
Portuguese shipping in the Atlantic, the Guinea gold trade, and New 
Netherland fur trade—were wholly insufficient to finance the Company’s 
substantial war fleet, and organization, so that the WIC remained consider- 
ably more dependent on States General subsidies and assistance than its 
more profitable eastern counterpart. The Dutch established a permanent 
base, with a splendid harbour, in the Caribbean when the WIC captured 
Curacao from the Spaniards in 1634. 


15 


Society after the Revolt 
+ 


URBANIZATION, 


D society was transformed after 1572 first by conflict and disrup- 
tion, during the early stages of the Revolt, and later, in the 1590s and 
after, by the breakthrough into the ‘rich trades’, the rise of new industries, 
and the successful establishment of the long-distance traffic with the Indies. 
Every aspect of Dutch society was profoundly affected by both the disrup- 
tion and then the economic ‘miracle’. But much the most dramatic manifes- 
tation of the restructuring of the Dutch trading system after 1590 was, 
indubitably, the explosive growth of the cities of the Dutch maritime zone. 


TABLE 12. Urban expansion in Holland and Zeeland, 1570-1647 (estimates) 


City 1570 1600 1622 1632 1647 

Amsterdam 30,000 60,000 105,000 116,000 140,000 
Leiden 15,000 26,000 44,500 54,000 60,000 
Haarlem 16,000 30,000 39,500 42,000 45,000 
Middelburg 10,000 20,000 25,000 28,000 30,000 
Rotterdam 7,000 12,000 19,500 20,000 30,000 
Delft 14,000 17,500 22,750 21,000 21,000 
Enkhuizen 7,500 17,000 22,000 19,000 18,000 
Dordrecht 10,000 15,000 18,250 18,000 20,000 
The Hague 5,000 10,000 15,750 16,000 18,000 
Hoorn 7,000 12,000 16,000 15,000 14,000 
Gouda 9,000 13,000 14,500 14,500 15,000 


Sources: Posthumus, Geschiedenis, iii. 882; Hart, Geschrift en getal, 118; Briels, Zuid- 
Nederlanders, 188-9, 214; Nusteling, Welvaart en werkgelegenheid, 234-5; Wijsenbeek-Olthuis, 
Achter de gevels, 27, Schmal, ‘Patterns of De-Urbanization’, 291; Willemsen, Enkhuizen, 100; 
Visser, ‘Dichtheid’, 19-20. 


In early modern times, urban growth, even to a modest extent, let alone 
the kind of spectacular expansion which occurred in Holland and Zeeland 
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between 1585 and 1650, was possible only through high levels of immigra- 
tion. This could be from rural areas within the country or from abroad, or 
both, but there had to be a consistently heavy influx from outside for urban 
growth to take place. For in all early modern cities, including those of the 
Dutch Golden Age, the death rate appreciably exceeded the birth rate, even 
when the latter was exceptionally high.' Heavy infant mortality, combined 
with epidemics, especially of plague (until the 1660s), ensured a built-in 
excess of deaths over births. Epidemics struck everywhere but tended to be 
most virulent in the overcrowded, unsanitary conditions prevailing in the 
poorer neighbourhoods of large towns. Consequently; rapid urban growth 
in early modern times, especially when epidemics were frequent, was a more 
impressive and astounding phenomenon than it would be in a more recent 
context. Leiden suffered severely from epidemics during the period, notably 
in 1599, 1604, 1624, and 1636. Yet, this did not prevent a rate of growth 
almost as impressive as that of Amsterdam. Amsterdam too experienced 
serious outbreaks of sickness, that of 1602, for example, reportedly causing 
10,000 deaths, which, if accurate, would have amounted to some 15 per cent 
of the city’s population, carrying off many poor, as well as some prominent 
men. 

The exceptionally rapid growth of Holland’s cities, after 1590, was 
assisted by some easing of guild restrictions, certainly in Amsterdam,’ and 
better conditions and welfare. Rising prosperity led to improvements in 
sick-care, diet, housing, and poor relief. Some curtailment of the death rate 
also resulted from measures to improve sanitation, and the quality of the 
water in the canals, for example by the civic garbage and waste disposal 
service set up in Amsterdam, by the municipality, in the 1590s.2 But 
undoubtedly the decisive factor was the high level of immigration from both 
outside the north Netherlands and rural areas within the Republic, rather 
than natural increase or migration from nearby localities. 

The main source of immigration from outside, until around 1620, conti- 
nued to be the south Netherlands.‘ After around 1590 only part of this 
would have been motivated to any great extent by religious considerations, 
though crypto-Protestantism was still an active force in the south at least 
until the 1620s. But the major motive, after 1590, was simply the better 
employment prospects, and higher wages, available in Holland and Zee- 
land.5 After 1600, especially, the wage-gap between north and south was 
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substantial and continued to grow. After: 1621, when immigration from the 
south ceased to be of more than marginal significance for Amsterdam, there 
was still a substantial flow of immigration from Flanders, and especially the 
Walloon provinces, to Leiden and Middelburg (see Table 13). 

After around 1620, however, the principal source of foreign immigration 
was Germany. During the 1590s, immigrants had began arriving in the 
Dutch provinces, from Germany; but, at that stage, these were chiefly south 
Netherlands refugees who had migrated to. north-west Germany in the 
1580s—among them the infant Vondel, born in Cologne, in 1587—transfer- 
ring to the Republic after it became secure in the early 15903. After the 
outbreak of the Thirty Years War in central Europe, however, a substantial 
immigration from Lutheran, as well as Calvinist, areas of Germany began 
which, from then on, provided the majority of foreign immigrants settling 
in Amsterdam,° Leiden, and other rapidly expanding cities. 


TABLE 13. Provenance of new citizens at Amsterdam, Leiden, and Middelburg, 


1590-1659. 
Provenance Amsterdam Leiden Middelburg 
(a) 1590/4 
Dutch Provinces 422 (51%) 85 (15%) 179 (18%) 
Southern Netherlands 300 (36%) 445 (80%) 778 (78%) 
Germany 93 (11%) 17 (3%) 19 (2%) 
England 8 (1%) 8 (1.5%) Ig (2%) 
(b) 1655/59 
Dutch Provinces 1,032 (55.5%) 314 (41%) 242 (44%) . 
Southern Netherlands 162 (9%) 255 (33%) 243 (44%). 
Germany 535 (29%) 164 (21.5%) 18 (3%). 
England 129. (7%) 22 (3%) = AI (7%) 


‘Source: Posthumus, Geschiedenis, ii. 75 and iii. 892. 


A few of the German immigrants were merchants or professional men and 
some were skilled artisans. But the bulk of the influx from Germany, 
including most of the German Jews who began arriving in the 1620s in 
Amsterdam, were from among the poorest strata of German society. A high 
proportion ended up doing the most menial jobs in Holland,’ as unskilled 
labourers, the lowliest seamen, and, in the case of women, servants, 
tavern-maids, and prostitutes. 
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‘Immigration from abroad was the most conspicuous part of the flow: to 
the Dutch urban milieu. But immigration from the inland provinces was 
also fundamental to the process of urban expansion. In the early 1590s, 
approximately half of newly inscribed burghers at Amsterdam came from 
the eastern provinces,® though at that stage much smaller numbers from 
these areas settled in Leiden and Middelburg. But, by the 1650s, immigra- 
tion from the eastern provinces was the largest element in immigration also 
in these cities. Abel Tasman, the discoverer of Tasmania and New Zealand, 
was early in life one of many who migrated to Amsterdam from the 
Ommelands. 

Immigration from the three main sources—the south Netherlands, Prot- 
estant Germany, and the eastern provinces of the Republic—flowed to the 
cities of Holland and Zeeland. In the other five provinces, urban growth, 
from the end of the sixteenth century to the middle of the seventeenth, was 
altogether slower and more hesitant.? Utrecht and Groningen grew much 
more slowly than the towns in the west. The IJssel towns, particularly 
Deventer and Zutphen, which were under Spanish occupation for much of 
the 1580s, and suffered severe dislocation, lost population between 1572 and 
the 1590s, and were slow to recover thereafter. Deventer had around 10,500 
inhabitants in 1578, roughly the same as a century before, but by 1591, when 
the town was recovered from the Spaniards, this had dwindled to 7,500."° 
The regents controlling the affairs of the IJssel towns after 1591 strove to 
attract immigrants, especially skilled immigrants in the face of competition 
from the Holland towns. Kampen announced, in 1592, that for eighteen 
months the city was offering.free (and immediate) citizenship to newcomers 
‘of whatever nation they may be’, without any proviso as to religion."' The 
raad of Zutphen offered both tax and guild-entry incentives."* But, as with 
Utrecht earlier, and Groningen subsequently, such measures produced little 
result. As late as 1607, Zutphen was still severely depopulated and de- 
cayed,'? with a population of only around 4,000 (see Table 14). 

The rapid growth in the maritime provinces, from: 1585 onwards, turned 
the Republic into a land with two economies, that of the west expanding, 
dynamic, and prosperous, and that of the inland provinces largely stagnant 
and much poorer. The gap between the two Dutch economies was reflected 
in the wide disparity in wage rates between the towns of the eastern 
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provirices and those of the western seaboard. Wages in the eastern towns 
during the seventeenth century were generally as much as $0 per cent lower 
than comparable wages in the west. Moreover, such growth as the eastern 
towns. did achieve, from the 1590s onwards, tended to result from the 
expansion of the fixed garrisons, military construction, and provisioning, 
rather than commerce and industry. 


TABLE 14. Urban expansion in the United Provinces outside Holland and 
Zeeland, 1572-1647 (estimates) 


City 1572 1590 1610 1635 1647 


Utrecht 25,000 25,000 25,000 30,000 30,000 
Groningen 19,500 19,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 
Leeuwarden 8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 15,000 
Maastricht 16,000 10,000 12,000 16,000 15,000 
*s-Hertogenbosch 17,000 — 18,000 — 15,000 
Nijmegen 11,500 7,000 12,000 13,500 12,000 
Zwolle 11,000 7,500 10,000 —_— 9,000 
Deventer 11,000 7,500 9,000 — 7,000 
Kampen 10,000 7,500 9,000 — 7,000 
Zutphen 6,000 3,000 4,000 8,000 7,000 


Sources. Holthuis, ‘Deventer in oorlog’, 35-7; Engelen, Nijmegen, 12; Philips, ‘Aanduidingen’, 
32-3; Schmal, ‘Patterns of De-Urbanization’, 291; Visser, ‘Dichtheid’, 19-20; Reitsma, 
Centrifugal and Centripetal Forces, 15-17; Frijhoff, Gesch. van Zutphen, 93; Jansen, 
‘Crisis’, 1§2. 


RURAL SOCIETY 


Dutch agriculture, both in the maritime west and in the rest of the Republic, 
enjoyed its most thriving and prosperous period from the 1590s down to the 
end of the Thirty Years and Eighty Years wars, in 1648. In the west, 
agriculture throve on the rapid growth of the towns and the escalating 
demand for food and industrial crops such as hops and flax. In the east, 
agriculture flourished, stimulated by the need for supplies for the garrisons. 
Maurits’s triumphant offensive of 1597 did not finally eliminate the Spanish 
presence from the eastern fringes of the United Provinces. During their 
1605-6 offensive, the Spaniards recovered the Twenthe quarter of Overijssel, 
the eastern part of the county of Zutphen, and Lingen, and were to hold 
these areas down to the late 1620s. Even so, the eastern provinces were 
much less disrupted by warfare, after 1597, than between 1572 and 1597. 
There were still some major Spanish thrusts into Dutch territory, notably in 
1624 and 1629, but the Spanish garrisons, based at Oldenzaal, Grol, Lingen, 
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Wesel, ’s-Hertogenbosch and (in the years 1625-37) also Breda, no longer 
sacked villages and destroyed crops, as they once had. This was under 
reciprocal arrangements whereby the Dutch garrisons similarly refrained 
from ravaging villages and crops on the Spanish side. The episode in 1624, 
when Spaniards, invading from. Lingen, burnt several villages, including 
Winschoten, Slochteren, and Heiligerlee, was reportedly an error caused by 
failure to convey orders-on this point, in time, to the troops." 

The Thirty Years War, in Germany,:also exerted a major influence on 
Dutch agriculture, as it did in Switzerland and the islands of Denmark. As 
the German countryside was devastated and the size of the armies operating 
in Germany increased, armies and garrisons on both sides were increasingly 
compelled to supplement their supplies with.:provisions imported from 
outside. The Dutch Republic, moreover, was exceptionally well placed to 
supply Germany because river craft were the most efficient means of 
transporting supplies into the interior.and the chief rivers all flowed down 
either to the Republic itself or to estuaries on the north coast, frequented 
by Dutch shipping.'* Thus, prodigious quantities of meat, herring, cheese, 
butter, fruit, and also beer, wine, and tobacco, were shipped, especially from 
the West Frisian ports and Harlingen, Dokkum, and Groningen, round to 
Emden, Bremen, Hamburg, and Stettin, and then up the Ems, Weser, Elbe, 
and Oder, to the waiting armies and garrisons..Victuals were also shipped 
up the Rhine to Cleves, ‘Cologne,. and beyond, and: transported - into 
Westphalia and Brunswick'via Deventer. In the year 1633 no fewer than 994 
of the: 1,121 ships which docked in the port of Hamburg were Dutch, the 
majority bringing fish, meat, and other agricultural produce, and often ‘also 
horses, munitions, tobacco, beer, and wine.** 

Nor was it only Germany ‘which suffered chronic shortages: The Span- 
jards experienced difficulty in- supplying their garrisons,: in the south 
Netherlands and Jilich-Cleves, both between 1585 and 1609, and again after 
the Twelve Years Truce.-In some years, particularly in the 1620s, the States 
General, at the request of the Stadholder, imposed river blockades on the 
south Netherlands, and Spanish-occupied areas of north-west Germany, to 
hamper the Spaniards and aggravate: the shortages in their towns, during 
particular campaigns.'’? These stoppages caused huge swings in prices of 
grain, salt, meat, fish, and cheese throughout the south, including Liége, and 


4 ARB SEG 190, fo. 103; Isabella to Philip V, Brussels, 14 Mar. 1624. 
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north-west Germany. But otherwise-—apart from during the Spanish river 
blockade of 1625-9—supplies of every kind except munitions were allowed 
through, usually southwards from Rotterdam or Dordrecht, or eastwards 
along the Rhine into Spanish-held Cleves.® The last of the stoppages on the 
rivers was in 1636. After that year, there was an uninterrupted traffic along 
the Zwin, Scheidt, and Maas. 

Some of the supplies in demand could not be provided in increasing 
quantity. The flow of Baltic grain was impeded during the 1620s by Swedish 
operations along the Polish coast. The size of the Dutch herring catch fell 
substantially, from 1625 down to the end of the war in 1648, owing to 
Spanish attacks on the herring fleets and measures to hinder the flow of 
high-grade salt to the Republic. Consequently, it was Dutch agriculture 
itself, rather than the fisheries, or Baltic grain depots, which met the 
enormous escalation in demand .for provisions. It was an exceptional 
situation but one of sufficient duration for it to make sound sense to invest 
heavily in land reclamation and expanding output. So profitable was Dutch 
agriculture, during this period, that many leading: merchants, nobles, and 
high officials eagerly participated in the grander projects. The capital to 
drain the North Holland Beemster polder, commencing in 1608, amounting 
to one anda half million guilders—equivalent to nearly one-quarter of the 
starting capital of the VOC—was put..up by 123 prominent investors, 
‘including Oldenbarnevelt and Johan van Duivenvoorde. The project in- 
volved constructing forty-three, windmills, of the newest and largest type, 
and eventually reclaimed over 7,000 hectares, The neighbouring Schermer 
polder drainage scheme, which commenced in 1635§,,.was funded by a capital 
of one million guilders. The last of the big drainage projects in Holland was 
completed (with. remarkably precise timing) in 1647, the last year of fighting 
in Germany.and the south Netherlands. However, though the boom was 
over, Dutch agriculture held up for a few more years yet, whilst neighbour- 
ing war-ravaged regions were recovering, and, down to the 1660s, some 
smaller-scale land reclamation continued along the coastal dunes of -Hol- 
land. Even so, the. statistics clearly show the marked slackening of invest- 
ment in agriculture which took place at the end of Phase Three (1621-47) 
‘of Dutch world trade primacy, in and around 1647 (see Table 15). 

During the first three phases of Dutch world trade primacy, from 1590 to 
1647, the six biggest drainage projects in progress in North Holland added 
no fewer than 1,400 farms to the region.’? Although on a smaller scale, 
parallel bursts of land reclamation, beginning in the 1590s and. continuing 
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down to: the 1660s, occurred also in Friesland and Groningen.” But fast 
though new agricultural land came.on to the market, farm rents climbed 
faster. In North Holland, farm rents rose by 70 per cent: between 1580. and 
1600, more than twice the rate: of inflation." They climbed by another 50 
per cent during the first third of the seventeenth century. After about 1635, 
the rise in Dutch farm rents slackened, but it nevertheless continued down 
to the 1650s. Rents were then static for a few years before commencing the 
sharp fall which began in the late 1660s. In Friesland and: Groningen, the 
pattern closely followed that in Holland. Farm rents in:the Ommelands rose 
by 50 per cent between 1596 and 1632.” 


TABLE 15. Land reclamation in the United Provinces, 


1565-1714 
Period Hectares Period Hectarés 
1565-89 317 1640-64 QI §0 
1590-1614 1,43! 1665-89 487 
1615-39 © 1,762, 1690-1714 495. 


Source: De Vries, Dutch Rural Economy, 194. 


If rapid urban growth was the most striking feature of the Dutch scene in 
the period 1590-1647, the rural population also increased, albeit more 
slowly. Over the longer time-span from 1514 to 1622, total urban population 
in Holland grew from 140,000 to 400,000, most of this occurring after 1585. 
In. the same period rural population in Holland roughly doubled, rising 
from 135,000 to 275,000.77 Even though urban population constituted a 
much smaller proportion of the total in Friesland than in Holland, the town 
population there increased in relation to the rural population at approxim- 
ately the same rate as in Holland. The total population of Friesland 
doubled between 1511 and 1660, rising to around 150,000, staying at about 
8. per cent of the total population of the Republic. But the Frisian’ urban 
population increased: during the same period by more than two anda half 
times.“ The provincial capital, Leeuwarden, more than trebled in size, for 
the first time outstripping, Nijmegen, Maastricht, and the IJssel towns (see 
Table 14). 


* Ibid. 188; Faber, Drie eéuwen Friesland, i: 149. 
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‘Where agricultural investment and expansion took place on a large scale, 
in’ the regions of fertile.clay soils; roughly corresponding to Holland, 
Zeeland, Friesland,;, Groningen, and the western part ‘of. Utrecht; the 
expansion of the rural population was faster than in:the inland areas, with 
growth of urban population faster still. By contrast, in the inland regions of 
relatively poor, sandy soils where agricultural investment was on a small 
scale, and expansion modest, the rural population grew slowly ‘butithe 
expansion of the towns was more languid -still. Moreover, the growth of 
urban population, in northern Brabant and Gelderland especially, .was 
closely linked to the size of the fixed military: garrisons, which meant, since 
the military establishment reached its peak in the early 1630s and then began 
to shrink, that urban growth lasted for a much shorter period than in the 
west, only from the early 1590s to the mid-1630s. Owing to this difference 
between east and west, the predominantly urban character of the west 
(where most agricultural expansion took place) increased while the predomi- 
nantly rural character of the east, despite the more Static, traditional 
character of rural life, and slower agricultural expansion, was reinforced. In 
other words, the duality of Dutch society, and the Dutch economy, became 
more marked than before, with urbanization continuing uninterruptedly in 
the west, accompanied by de-urbanization in the east. In this respect, the 
position in Overijssel resembled that in north Brabant and Gelderland, the 
combined. population of the province’s: three main towns—Zwolle, 
Deventer, and Kampen—continuing to shrink as a proportion of the total 
population of the province.” 

Even the poorest part of Dutch rural society, the peasantry of Drenthe, 
experienced increased prosperity and agricultural expansion during the first 
half of the seventeenth century.**: But the rural prosperity of the inland 
regions was a marginal improvement of conditions which left traditional 
patterns of land-holding, and social structure, largely intact. By and large 
peasants owned relatively little land in. the east of the Republic, most of 
what they farmed consisting of small parcels rented out by nobles: or other 
non-peasant proprietors, often town-dwellers. Thus, while rural society in 
the west became increasingly mobile; commercialized, dependent on wage- 
labour, and linked to the urban and overseas market, rural. society in the 
east, despite its role in provisioning military garrisons, both on Dutch’soil 
and in Germany, remained largely static and traditional, consisting of a 
growing mass of small peasant tenant-farmers who lacked the means to pay 
wage-labour and relied chiefly on their own: labour and that of their 
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relatives. In the west,-agriculture became progressively more.specialized and 
intensive, characterized by very high crop yields.”? In the east the rule was 
for 'non-specialized, small peasant farms, featuring low, or at any rate much 
lower, yields.” In the west, a new.type of commercialized farmer dominated 
the rural scene. In the:east, those who farmed the land lived within a rural 
context often dominated by nobles,. officials, and, to.a lesser extent, absentee 
town-dwellers. 


THE NOBILITY 


In contrast to Holland and Zeeland, where the towns gained ground relative 
to the nobility, after the Revolt, in the other provinces the nobility 
strengthened their position .in-society after.(and to a large extent as a 
consequence of) the Revolt. This striking difference was due to four. main 
factors: the decline of the inland towns relative to rural society, a phenome- 
non absent. in Friesland.but marked in Overijssel, Gelderland, and north 
Brabant and to a lesser extent in-Groningen; secondly, the elimination of 
Crown, Hof, and royal bureaucracy, as rivals for influence in the country- 
side; thirdly, the fact that nobles were often better placed than other groups 
to profit from the confiscation, and sale, of Church lands; and fourthly, the 
increased importance of fixed garrisons and the military establishment, the 
higher echelons of the army being a preserve of both foreign, and Dutch, 
noblemen. 


TABLE 16. Social background of the Frisian 
grietmannen, 1525-1675 


Date Frisian non-noble _non-Frisians 


nobility. Frisians 
1525 13 10 5 
1574 8 13 8 
1623 19 10 ) 
1675 YY 8 5 


Source. Faber, Drie eeuwen Frisland, ii. ‘510. 


The removal of external influence from the choosing of rural magistrates 
was a major-element :in the shift. In Friesland, for example, the thirty 
grietmannen had been appointed in-the period from 1520 to 1572 by the 
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regime in Brussels, on the advice of the Hof of Friesland. As a result, by 
1§72 most of these key judicial officers in Friesland were. either. non-noble 
Frisians or else non-Frisians (see Table 16). By contrast, after the Revolt 
shattered: the. power of central government and the Hof, appointing the 
grietmannen devolved upon the States, and Delegated States, of Friesland, 
bodies dominated by the Frisian-nobility. From the 1580s on, consequently, 
the tendency was to prefer Frisian nobles to others, non-Frisians: being 
completely eliminated by the early seventeenth century. The Frisian nobility 
itself had split, some branches of noble families having chosen to remain 
Catholic. But the men who dominated the States, and Delegated States, 
were those who were Reformed, and committed to the Revolt, and it was 
exclusively these sections of old Frisian noble families, such as the Aylva, 
Burmania,; Eysinga, and Osinga, who acquired a grip over the rural 
magistracies, especially in the.zone of richer,.more fertile, soils, in the 
northern. and north-western parts of the province, where nobles owned a 
high proportion of the land. ‘Wielding judicial power then, in turn, provided 
opportunities for enlarging one’s holdings, not least by influencing the 
disposal of former Church property.”? The sale of a large batch of former 
Church lands in Friesland in 1638-40 delivered nearly all of it to Frisian 
noble families.:The Ommelander jonkers also split; but, again, Catholics 
were excluded from administrative and judicial posts. 

It is true there was no longer a. mechanism by which new families could 
be raised to noble status and that, eventually, this undermined both the 
numbers and vitality of the nobility. Like nobilities throughout Europe, 
Dutch provincial nobilities of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
adhered to exclusive marriage policies, not wishing to step outside their class 
and dilute their noble credentials. Consequently, the nobility were shrinking 
steadily as a proportion of the population and, owing to their low birth rate, 
also in absolute terms. The roughly forty-five acknowledged jonker families 
in the Ommelands, around 1600, had diminished to only ten by 1800.>° 
Eventually, this curtailed noble influence in society. But; until around 1650, 
the impact of this shrinkage was still marginal and outweighed by factors 
enhancing the position of the nobility. The number of recognized noble 
families, in Friesland, static at around sixty-five during the first two-thirds 
of the sixteenth century, was down to forty-six by 1650; but this in no way 
hindered. their increasing dominance of Frisian society.>’ In Overijssel, in 
1675, the ridderschap still amounted to.1.1 per cent of the total population 

* Faber, Drie eeuwen Friesland, i. 217. 
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of the province and were the owners of no less:than: 41 per cent of. the 
assessed wealth, including most of the property in the town of Vollenhove. 

In Holland.and Zeeland, the position. was certainly different and here the 
tremendous growth of the cities, and urban wealth, clearly had -the-effect of 
making the town regents more dominant than before, further reducing the 
relative influence of the nobility. Even so, it would be wrong to suppose, 
even in Holland. and Zeeland, that the nobility were entirely eclipsed after 
the Revolt. In:some respects the Holland.nobility can be said to have shared 
in: the growing power and wealth of their province and its growing 
preponderance over the. Republic as a whole.. The Holland. nobles did not 
intermarry with the regents. Consequently, they too were:a shrinking group. 
Several of the ancient families of Holland still active during the Revolt-— 
among them the Van Swieten and Assendelft—were extinct by the middle 
of. the seventeenth century. Those who remained were also less: well placed 
than their counterparts in Friesland and the inland provinces to expand 
their land-holdings, facing stiff. competition, for prime land, from regents 
and élite merchants, and being unable to influence. disposal of most former 
Church. property. Nevertheless, since they already owned some of the best 
land in: the province, they. profited handsomely from the agricultural boom 
and steep rise in rural rents, and, like the Frisian nobility, invested heavily 
in land reclamation. Many of them were able to rebuild in some style their 
castles and country residences, which had practically all been devastated by 
the Spaniards during the fighting between £572 and 1576.27 Among the most 
prominent Holland nobles.of the seventeenth century, were the lords of 
‘Wassenaar, who handsomely restored .their. ruined family seat, House 
Duivenvoorde, near Wassenaar, and Johan van Duivenvoorde (1547-1610), 
who spent large sums rebuilding: his castle at Warmond, partly using 
materials from nearby ruined monasteries. : 

‘Holland and Zeeland nobles also continued to play a notable role in the 
army and navy, noble status still carrying appreciable. prestige in both down 
to the end of the. Republic. Many Dutch commanders during the Revolt 
were Holland and Zeeland nobles, and this tradition survived down to the 
‘late eighteenth century. The same Johan van Duivenvoorde, a leading figure 
in the Holland ridderschap during the Revolt, and one of the Gecommit- 
teerde Raden who moved, with alacrity,:to affirm Holland’s grip over the 
Republic after the assassination-of William the Silent, was also a: principal 
military and naval officer, becoming lieutenant-admiral.of Holland in 1576, 
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and ‘one of the commanders of.the fleet sent:to the.Flemish coast, in 1588, 
to help prevent the: junction. of the Spanish Armada with Parma’s army. 
Among other prominent men, of similar background, was jonker Frederik 
van Dorp (c.1547-1612),:one-of the captains of the Sea-Beggars, who like 
‘Duivenvoorde participated 'in the capture of Brill in 1572. He later became 
colonel of:a Zeeland regiment and rose to become governor of Ostend, 
facing Spinola, in the years 1602-4. His:son,. Filips van Dorp (158721652), 
rose to become lieutenant-admiral of Zeeland. He was dismissed by the 
States: of Zeeland, for. incompetence,..but: this:did. not prevent his sub- 
sequently becoming lieutenant-admiral of:Holland..His handling of opera- 
tions against the Dunkirkers in the. mid-1630s, however, was so. inept that 
Stadholder: and ‘States were forced.‘to remove -him; in favour of his 
incomparably more able social inferior, Tromp, his departure being greeted 
with a jump in share prices on the Amsterdam Exchange. But Van Dorp's 
removal by.no means ended the prominence of the nobility in the command 
structure of the navy.* ‘A: principal reason for appointing the baron van 
Obdam commanding. admiral ‘of ‘the navy, after Tromp’s death, was the 
deeply rooted belief that a senior noble—however lacking in naval experi- 
‘ence—would be better able to: maintain order, and discipline, among the 
(mainly non-noble) admirals than someone chosen from among their own 
more experienced ranks.. 

As with .ali European nobilities' in early. modern ‘times, the ‘Dutch 
provincial nobilities under. the: Republic were split ‘by. family and political 
feuds which, in-some.cases, dragged on for generations and even centuries. 
In the Dutch context, such inter-noble feuding was sharpened by -religious 
differences, .some of:the nobility: being militantly Reformed, others pro- 
‘Arminian, and: still-others—quite a number of the Holland nobility as well 
as those of other provinces—remaining Catholic, and by the prominence of 
the nobility in. the; inland provinces, and. Friesland, in the. forming and 
leading of political and ideological factions in the provincial assemblies.* In 
some'cases, feuds between leading. noble-clans became major elements in the 
broader confrontation of political blocks in:the provincial assemblies. Two 
notable examples in: the middle decades of the seventeenth century were the 
rivalries between the ‘Aylva'-and anti-Aylva blocks among the Frisian 
nobility and, in Overijssel, the epic contest between the Orangist: House of 
Van Haersolte and the anti-Orangist Raesfelt clan. 

An additional factor which helped: shore up noble influence was ‘the 
survival through the seventeenth, and much of the eighteenth, centuries (in 
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most cases) of the judicially autonomous ‘free lordships’ (vrije heer- 
liikheiden). These countries and lordships, such as Vianen, IJsselstein, 
Leerdam, Buren, Bergh, Wisch, Culemborg, Batenburg, Ravenstein- and 
Lingen, belonged in several cases (Buren, Leerdam, [Jsselstein and Lingen) 
to the House of Orange but, in others, to leading nobles such as the 
Brederodes at Vianen or the House of Culemborg at Culemborg.- These 
territories were regarded as part of the Republic and loosely under the 
sovereignty of the States General and neighbouring provinces. They each 
paid an annual contribution to the Generality. But for most purposes they 
remained outside the jurisdiction of both Generality and provincial auth- 
orities, preserves of noble influence. Vianen was eventually purchased and 
absorbed by the States of Holland, in 1725. Culemborg was sold by the 
German heirs to the county to the Nijmegen quarter-of Gelderland in 1720 
but: was still not absorbed into Gelderland proper and, in 1748, was 
transferred to William IV as a gift to the House of Orange. The lordship of 
Ravenstein, a-sizeable enclave in States Brabant (see Map 5) was attached, 
after 1630, to Jiilich-Berg. 


THE REGENTS 


After around 1590 some regents, especially at Amsterdam, were also élite 
merchants, that is, active, prominent, and particularly wealthy merchants; 
but most, especially in the inland and smaller towns, cannot be so descnibed. 
Outside Amsterdam, a high proportion continued to be descendants of 
pre-1572 regent families, their mounting wealth deriving chiefly from the 
perquisites and opportunities of civic and provincial office and accumula- 
tions of investments both of the traditional type, in provincial bonds, and 
in the new large-scale capital ventures—drainage projects, urban develop- 
ment, and, from the late 1590s, shares in the colonial companies. Most 
newcomers to the regent class after 1572 were originally of comparatively 
modest means. A handful were professionals, usually physicians or lawyers. 
In Holland, very few wealthy immigrants from the south Netherlands: or 
elsewhere succeeded in gaining entry to the regent class down to the 
mid-seventeenth century. 

‘The Revolt led to the:purging of the old: pre-1572 élites of Dutch society 
but without breaking the continuity with the past. Committed Catholics— 
nobles and regents—associated with government during the Alva years were 
removed or forced to take a back seat. They were replaced with men whose 
Reformed credentials, and commitment to the Revolt, were evident. But 
frequently the latter were relatives, even sons, of the former, so that a 
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considerable measure of continuity was retained. At. the same time, a good 
deal of new blood was brought into the town halls, particularly in the larger 
cities. The end result was a regent oligarchy which was a. mixture of 
long-established and new families. 

Even in the case of the Holland ridderschap, the effect of the upheaval of 
1572 was drastic. Membership of the ridderschap assembly in the States now 
came to be more closely controlled by the ridderschap itself and the men who 
figured prominently in the ridderschap after 1572 were by no means the same 
men who -had done so before. Johan van Duivenvoorde, Adriaen van 
Swieten, Rutger van den Boetzelaer, and Willem van Zuylen van Nyevelt, 
four of the most active members after 1572, had not appeared at all in the 
ridderschap during the Alva years, while those who had been regular 
attenders before either remained completely absent,. after the Revolt, or 
attended irregularly.° The purge was extensive and the. shift marked. 
Nevertheless, the new men, too, came from ancient Holland noble lineages 
and were often younger relatives. of those whom they displaced. 

Similarly, among the Holland and Zeeland regents: regents active in the 
States of Holland after 1572 were practically never the same men who 
attended regularly before the Revolt, but in many cases they were younger 
relatives. Thus, Dordrecht’s delegation to the States, after 1572, consisted 
almost entirely of new men who had not played any role before. Neverthe- 
less; most bore -established regent surnames, among them the younger 
Adriaen van Blijenburg, who was Reformed and an Orangist, in 1572, but 
whose father (who now remained absent from the States and died a 
Catholic, in 1573) had been schout of Dordrecht until 1571, albeit a 
reluctant persecutor of heretics.*” In the case .of Haarlem, the only regent 
prominent in the States. both before and after 1572 was Nicolaes van der 
Laen. But he had been a crypto-Protestant before 1572, was an Orangist, 
and:continued to support the Revolt: whilst his own city was under Spanish 
occupation.* 

-The most extensive of the purges, in Holland, was the ‘Alteratie’,. which 
took place at Amsterdam, in: 1578. Amsterdam was to some extent a special 
case because, in contrast to the other Holland towns, she had remained 
steadfastly loyal to the king, until 1578, and during that time most: of the 
regents in the city comported themselves as: ‘sincere Catholijcken’. When 
Amsterdam was brought over to the Revolt, the entire. vroedschap: was 
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purged,*® and new regent families bearing such names as Bicker, Witsen, 
Pauw, Reael, Huydecoper, and Hooft, came to the fore. There was thus a 
Clear break from one regent group to another. But this was unique in 
Holland, and unusual in the United Provinces as.a whole, though certainly 
there. were other drastic: purges, such as at Middelburg, in 1574, and 
Groningen, in 1594. In other Holland towns, and most towns outside 
Holland, the transition was both more gradual and more complex. At 
Rotterdam, for example, seven of the twenty-four members of the vroed- 
schap (including both burgomasters) chose for the Spaniards, in July 1572, 
and two more subsequently defected to the royalists. These were all replaced 
by William of Orange and played no further part in Rotterdam. Then, in 
1580, the vroedschap was enlarged, to thirty-two members, to bring in more 
new men, so that by that date the Rotterdam vroedschap was a half-and-half 
mixture of old regents and men from new families. Several of the old 
regents who remained in the. vroedschap at Rotterdam belonged to families 
which had entered the regent class in Burgundian, or early Habsburg, times 
and subsequently remained Catholic or crypto-Catholic. These were then 
removed, however, in the purge of 1618. Thus, it was by stages that the 
Rotterdam regent group eventually came to consist exclusively of Protes- 
tants and predominantly of men from new families. As in the case of the 
Vroesen and Haller, most.of the best-known regent families of Rotterdam 
of the seventeenth century entered regent circles during the first decade after 
the Revolt. 

As a rule, the purges seem to have had a more lasting effect in larger than 
in smaller towns. In the smaller and medium-sized towns, it was far from 
easy to find suitable wealthy men, with sufficient education and leisure, to 
devote themselves to civic affairs.*‘ Consequently, an appreciable proportion 
of the newcomers installed during the purges proved unsuitable, or lacked 
the time for civic affairs, and soon disappeared again from view. For the 
same reason, there was a tendency for members of old regent families which 
had been dropped to reappear, at a later stage, even if their Protestantism 
was often less ardent than that of those they replaced. At Gouda; for 
example, an extensive purge was carried out, on Orange’s orders, in July 
1573. No fewer than eighteen members of the vroedschap were removed on 
that occasion. But only about one-third of the new men succeeded in 
remaining in the vroedschap and becoming permanently absorbed into the 
Gouda regent class, and not.a few of those purged. eventually reappeared, 
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despite Orange’s orders that those removed should take no further part in 
civic affairs.” 

In the eastern provinces, fear of Catholics, and royalists, in.civic govern- 
ment. ‘remained acute for longer than in. Holland, since towns .such: as 
Deventer, Nijmegen, and Groningen: remained close to the front line,.and in 
constant-danger of Spanish attack, down to the 1590s. Also the old patrician 
oligarchy in Overijssel, Gelderland, and Groningen had shown itself to be 
more resolutely Catholic than the regent: class in the west during the first 
decade of the Revolt. When the towns which came back into Spanish hands 
in the 1580s—-Nijmegen, Zutphen, Deventer, and .Groningen—were :re- 
covered by the States General in the early 1590s, drastic purges ensued. Yet; 
here too, there was a considerable measure of continuity, with. many old 
regent families eventually working their way ‘back into the.town halls, except 
now, generally, as zealous members of the Reformed Church.* At Zutphen, 
for example, ten old regent families reappeared sooner or later:in the raad, 
among them the Kreyncks and Schimmelpenninck. . 


THE MERCHANT ELITE 


One almost entirely new élite in the Republic after the Revolt was the 
merchant: élite. For there was no -true merchant élite in the northern 
Netherlands in the age of bulk freightage. Until the 1590s, the regents were 
the wealthiest group in towns of the north Netherlands. Although many of 
these were active businessmen, they were often brewers or retailers rather 
than merchants, and those who engaged in commerce were of modest means 
compared to any real merchant élite such as those of Antwerp, Venice, 
London, or Liibeck. The regent-merchants of the pre-1590 period dealt in 
grain, timber, salt, herring, and dairy products. Some of the old Amsterdam 
vroedschap were also cloth dealers. 

The Dutch merchant élite came into being in the 1590s with the rise of 
the ‘rich trades’. This group was much richer than the old regents and, from 
the outset, was a mixture of several elements. For the emergence of this élite 
was not the result of the arrival of.any particular immigrant group but of a 
restructured economy.“ Thus, it was by. no means only the wealthy 
immigrant merchants of Antwerp and the south Netherlands which supplied 
the membership of this new class, even though they did constitute a sizeable 
part. No.less :important were those native-born regents who, .once: the 
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opportunity arose, invested extensively in the burgeoning new ‘rich trades’. 
There also arrived, from around 1600, élite merchant families such as the 
Poppen and Deutz from Germany. Like the Antwerp émigrés and Holland 
regents, these were mostly of the Reformed faith. No élite merchants were 
Catholics. 

Certainly, the largest investors in the new commerce with the Caribbean, 
Brazil, West Africa, northern Russia, and the East Indies during the 1590s 
were recently arrived south Netherlanders. But if the native-born Holland 
regent-merchants had less money to invest, to begin with, they made up for 
this by having more political influence and this, after a few years, translated 
into a massive expansion of their wealth and participation in ‘high-value’ 
trade. Of course, in the case of the chartered joint-stock companies, it was 
by no means only élite merchants who invested. But it was the élite 
merchants who supplied a large proportion of the capital and who, together 
with the regents, monopolized the directorships, and therefore influence, in 
both the VOC and WIC. In the Zeeland chamber of the VOC, for example, 
there were 264 investors in 1602. But, of these, a mere thirty-seven, 
one-seventh of the total, provided over half the capital.‘ 

In the Amsterdam Chamber of the VOC, in 1602, there were a total of 
1,143 investors, but, of these, the eighty-one ‘chief investors’ provided nearly 
half the total capital. Analysis of these investments provides a guide to the 
composition of the budding Dutch merchant élite. The ‘chief investors’ were 
divided almost evenly into south Netherlanders and native-born Hollanders. 
Among the latter. the most prominent investors were regents. In addition, 
there were three German ‘chief investors’, one of whom, Jan Poppen, 
invested 30,000 guilders. 

A number of the Antwerp refugees who figure among the ‘chief investors’ 
in the VOC in 1602 belonged to families which remained among the 
merchant élite of Amsterdam, and other Dutch cities, for many decades. 
Among these were the families de Vogelaer, Coymans, Sautijn, De Scot, 
Godijn, and Bartholotti. But equally, many of the Amsterdam regent ‘chief 
investors’ were also now highly active in long-distance commerce.“ Particu- 
larly prominent were Reinier Pauw, son of a trader in Baltic grain, who 
invested 30,000 guilders; Gerrit Bicker (1554-1604), son of a brewer, who 
invested 21,000 guilders (and who, since 1597, was a leading participant in 
the Caribbean trade); Geurt Dircksz. van Beuningen (1565-1633), a great 
merchant who was the son of a cheese dealer, and who had himself once 


45 Van Dillen, Oudste aandeelhoudersregister, 46. 
Elias, Vroedschap van Amsterdam, i. 174, 191, 201, 239. 


346 The Early Golden Age, &§88—1647 


dealt in cheese, investing. 15,000 guilders; Gerrit Reynst (d. 1615), son of:a 
soap-boiler, who became a great merchant and eventually governor-general 
of the Dutch East Indies, who committed 12,000 guilders; and Jonas ‘Witsen 
(1560-1626), another key merchant of modest origins, who began in Baltic 
trade but later graduated to become one of the leading traders with the 
Caribbean, the Guyanas, Muscovy, and Manhattan, who invested. 12,000 
guilders.” 


TABLE 17. Investors in the Amsterdam Chamber of the VOC in 1602 


All investors ‘Chief investors’ 

Number Amount Number Amount 

invested invested 

North 785 2,023,715 40 635,100 
Netherlanders 

South 302 1,418,700 38 871,160 
Netherlanders 

Germans’ 38 137,900 3 60,000 

English 8 6,900 fo) o 


Portuguese Jews 2 4,800 oO fe) 


Source: Wan Dillen, Oudste aandeelhoudersregister, 35, 61. 


The original directorate of the Amsterdam Chamber of the VOC consisted 
of both élite immigrant merchants, such as Isaac le Maire, Marcus de 
Vogelaer, and Jacques de Velaer, and leading figures of the new native élite 
merchant group, notably Pauw, Bicker, Van Beuningen, and Reynst.* 
Much the same was true also of the Zeeland chamber. During the early 
seventeenth century, most regent bewindhebbers, as the directors were called, 
of the VOC (and, after 1621, also the WIC), were, in fact, active merchants. 
Whereas in the past, down to the 1580s, urban wealth in Amsterdam, and 
other Dutch cities, had been dominated by the modest affluence stemming 
from retailing, brewing, soap-boiling, salt-refining, and Baltic bulk-trading, 
after 1590 this traditional wealth was rapidly driven out of the higher 
echelons of urban society by the grander ‘new wealth’ generated by the ‘rich 
trades’ with Europe, the Levant, and the Indies. Consequently, the brewers, 
and dealers in herring, salt, dairy produce, and timber, who had once 
formed the élite of Holland’s urban society, disappeared from the upper 
crust of urban wealth. According to the Amsterdam tax assessment of 1585, 


“ Van Dillen, Oudste aandeelhoudersregister, 106, '15-16, 194. 
# Gaastra, Gesch. van de VOC, 30. 


Society after the- Revolt. 347 


a. significant proportion of the 346 richest mhabitants of the city were 
specialist gram, timber; herring, and dairy dealers. By contrast, the 1631 
assessment shows that strikingly few grain and timber merchants remained 
among the 387 richest men of Amsterdam and that there were no longer any 
herring or dairy dealers at all. Their places had been taken by sugar refiners, 
silk merchants, and larger numbers (as well as wealthier) merchants trading 
with overseas markets (see Table 18). The list of the ten highest assessed 
citizens of Amsterdam, in 1631, confirms that no one engaged in Baltic or 


TABLE 18. Business activities of Amsterdam’s citizens 
of the top tax category in 1585 and 1631 


Business category 1585 1631 
Merchants in overseas trade 147 253 
Soap manufacturers 17 7 
Grain dealers 16 3 
Timber dealers 12 7 
Dairy produce dealers II a) 
Herring and fish dealers 8 ro) 
Wine merchants 7 12 
Brewers 6 5 
Specialist brokers o 2 
Sugar refiners fe) 12 
Silk merchants fe) 14 


Source. Van Dillen, Bronnen, ii, pp. xxxvi-xxxix; Van Dillen, 
Amsterdam in 1585,. pp. Xxxiv-vi. 


bulk freightage activity was any longer amongst the wealthiest. The city’s 
richest :men were specialists in the ‘rich trades’ and also, in several cases, 
investors in land reclamation. Bartolotti, Coymans, and De Vogelaer were 
sons of leading Antwerp émigré élite merchants; Jan de Wael, a nephew of 
the famous Antwerp merchant Jean de la Faille, specialized in trade with 
Venice, where-he had acted:as factor for other Antwerp merchants for many 
years, before settling in. Amsterdam in 1592. Antonio Moens (1574-1638) 
was a native of Ghent and, like Coymans, a leading trader in Haarlem 
linens. Dirk Alewijn, son of a mintmaster, had a variety of interests and 
owned .a great deal of land in the Beemster polder, where he and his.son 
commenced building the country house Vredenburgh, in the late 1630s,:to 
designs by Pieter Post and Philips Vingboons. 

The massive wealth of the Poppen dynasty derived from various “rich 
trades’ and land reclamation projects. Jacob Poppen’s father, Jan, had been 
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one of the first Amsterdam merchants to invest in the East India trade. He 
also participated in the Muscovy trade. Jacob invested in the draining of the 
Beemster. He:was so rich that, uniquely for the son of an immigrant, he was 
made a member of the vroedschap. 


TABLE 19. The ten wealthiest citizens of Amsterdam in 1631 (‘000 guilders) 


Assessed Assessed 

wealth “wealth 
Jacob Poppen (estate of) 500 Antonio Moens 320 
Guillermo Bartolotti 400 Jan Claesz. van Vlooswijck 320 
Balthasar Coymans 400 widow of Cornelis van 

Lockhorst 310 

Adriaen Pietersz. Raep 354 widow of Marcus de Vogelaer 300 
Dirk Alewijn 325 Jan de Wael + 300 


Source: Van Dillen, Bronnen, ii, pp. xl-xli. 


THE ELITE OF THE SKILLED 


Another élite created by the restructuring of the Dutch trading system in the 
1590s were those possessing specialized skills. The conquest of the ‘rich 
trades’ transformed Dutch society in a multitude of ways. But none was 
more fundamental than the forging of an élite of a type rare in European 
history and which, more than any other, contributed to the sophistication 
and polish of Dutch Golden Age culture. Here again, much of it was skill 
diverted from Antwerp. 

During the early and mid-sixteenth century, as Antwerp had developed 
into the first world trade entrepdt, many new, and specialized, techniques 
became established on the Scheldt, and in the south Netherlands generally, 
which had no counterpart elsewhere in northern Europe. Some of the new 
techniques, especially in cloth-dyeing and the so-called new draperies, ‘such 
as Hondschoote ‘says’, were local inventions. Others, such as silk-working, 
‘Sugar-refining, and diamond-cutting, were of southern European, and 
especially Italian provenance. With the Spanish reconquest of the south, the 
fall of Antwerp, and blocking of the Scheldt, the new specialized skills, 
along with a large part of less skilled labour; emigrated. But many of the 
‘specialists, in contrast to the less skilled, went first to Germany (where 
prospects were better during the 1580s), only reverting to the north 
Netherlands as the dramatic expansion of the maritime economy began. It 
was the economic restructuring of the north in the 1590s, not emigration 
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from the: south, which enabled'the Republic to absorb, .and build on, these 
new skills. It was also the rise of the ‘rich trades’, and the network of 
export-orientated industries they created, which made it possible to:attract 
additional refined skills later, in the early seventeenth century, which had‘no 
connection with the exodus from the south Netherlands.. Among these was 
expertise in copper production :transferred from Aachen, Hamburg, and 
other German cities during the Twelve Years Truce and :several chemical 
processes transferred from Venice. 

Because of their specialized. nature; many of the new skills had evolved in 
only :a few places in the south Netherlands ‘and were. subsequently trans- 
ferred to just one or two places in the north.” Tapestry-weaving developed 
especially in Antwerp and Brussels ‘and, in the north, chiefly in Delft. 
Sugar-refining. had been confined to Antwerp and, from the 1590s, was 
heavily concentrated on Amsterdam. Diamond-cutting and polishing, an 
exclusively Antwerp industry, based. on techniques acquired from Italy and 
Portugal, was transferred only to Amsterdam in the north. A rare technique 
earlier based exclusively in Kortrijk was the weaving of designs into fine 
linens, ‘linen damask’, a craft established solely in Haarlem. Mixed cotton 
and wool ‘fustians’, previously confined’to Bruges, became, from the 1580s, 
a speciality of Leiden. Another specialized activity was linen-bleaching. In 
the 1580s, experts in bleaching fine linens, from Flanders, established their 
industry in the villages of Overveen and Bloemendaal, along the dunes, on 
the outskirts of Haarlem, where the water was especially suitable.® Linen- 
‘bleaching long remained a speciality of Haarlem. 

Other new techniques became more widely diffused within the Republic. 
‘Jewellers, ‘velvet-workers, printers, and artists from the south Netherlands 
settled in all the major Dutch towns, at any rate along the western seaboard. 
In the south production of coloured tiles for kitchens, pantries, and closets, 
derived from the Italian technique of majolica, had been chiefly an Antwerp 
‘speciality. But in the north, after shifting over, during the rs9os, from the 
brightly coloured tiles typical of Antwerp to the usually blue, simpler 
designs, characteristic of the Dutch Golden Age, southern entrepreneurs, 
-and northern imitators, set up flourishing tile works in Delft, Rotterdam, 
iLeiden, and Haarlem, and also, from around 1600, at Harlingen, ‘in 
‘Friesland. Frisian glazed tiles formed a substantial part of total Dutch 
production during the Golden Age and early eighteenth century. The new 
copper-working techniques, imported from Germany at the beginning of the 
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seventeenth century, led to the establishment'of copper mills in Utrecht and 
The Hague, as well.as Amsterdam. 

Proliferation of skills, their absorption.and rapid extension, is a phenome- 
non closely related to the sudden, unprecedented expansion. of artistic 
activity.: Very few noted artists of the Dutch Golden Age were:sons of 
manual labourers, artisans, seamen, fishermen, .or peasants.*' Most, when 
not themselves the sons of other artists, like Esaias van de Velde, or the 
younger Willem van de Velde, were sons of highly trained specialists 
constituting a new civic type—affluent, well-educated, sophisticated, and 
extremely skilled. Johannes Torrentius was the son of a fur-cutter,: Pieter 
Saenredam of an engraver, and Gerrit Dou of a prosperous glass-painter 
who owned a glass workshop and several houses. Jan van de Capelle’s father 
was a manufacturer of dyestuffs, Vermeer’s a specialist in patterned satins, 
and Frans van Mieris’s a goldsmith. Jacob van Ruisdael’s father (untypi- 
cally of the major artists) was not affluent but he too was a specialist, a 
designer of hangings and cartoons for tapestries.” Carel Fabritius’ grand- 
father had been a Reformed preacher, from Ghent, his father a school- 
master in a polder-village, at Midden-Beemster; but his father also had 
additional means—an annual income of:1,200 guilders—and was a painter 
in his spare time.*? Fabritius’ marriage to the sister of a successful cloth 
merchant, who owned several houses, in. Amsterdam; was by no means 
untypical of the comfortable circumstances surrounding most of the. noted 
artists. Affluence, in the post-1590 situation, came with skill and, as Van 
Hoogstraeten remarked, was essential for the peace of mind artists needed 
if they were to strive for highly refined effects.** 

After 1590, art in the northern Netherlands, as in Antwerp, was a route 
to a large house and higher social position. Van Hoogstraeten describes art 
as both a way of making money and achieving status and ‘glory’, forming 
connections with regents and merchants, and, for the most successful, a path 
to princely favour, and the tables of the great.55 The onset. of Dutch world 
trade primacy, and the rapid urban expansion which. accompanied it, 
created a situation, with a new merchant élite, and a newly enriched regent 
class, in which, suddenly, very many artists could have prosperous careers. 
With regent and merchant town houses and country villas going up on all 
sides, demand for high-quality pictures was almost insatiable. During. his 
period as a fashionable portrait-painter in Amsterdam, .in the 1630s, 
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Rembrandt earned over 2,000 guilders: yearly, far more than a university 
professor could expect.*° But Rembrandt’s earnings were paltry compared 
to the sums eared by his pupils, Dou, Flinck, and Bol. Like numerous 
others, Govaert Flinck was already wealthy before becoming an artist, being 
the son of a merchant; but his art enhanced his wealth, enabling him, in 
1649, to acquire a large house in Amsterdam, which he crammed with 
antiquities, rarities, sculptures, and oriental carpets, and where he received 
his regent friends, including burgomasters Andries and Cornelis de Graeff.*’ 


WAGES 


The breakthrough to world trade primacy, and industrial expansion that 
went with it, generated intense. demand both for unskilled labour. and 
specialized skills. In this situation, Dutch wages were bound to be higher 
than were to be found elsewhere in western Europe. But in an economy 
characterized by explosive growth in numerous sectors, it is not sufficient to 
offer wages only marginally higher than elsewhere. For if wages had been 
only slightly higher, it would not have been possible to pull in the required 
skills and unskilled labour, fast enough, or on a sufficient scale, to service 
the newly won dominance of the ‘rich trades’. Consequently, it was inherent 
in the post-1590.Dutch situation that wages should have been dramatically 
higher than in neighbouring countries. From almost the moment that the 
new industries were established, Dutch manufactures and employers had to 
contend with a situation—which persisted throughout the Golden Age and 
after—in which they paid wages often more than twice as high as those. in 
the south Netherlands, or Germany.** 

During the sixteenth century,. the tendency in western Europe, generally, 
was for wages to rise more slowly than prices, chiefly because output of food 
and, to a lesser extent, manufactures, failed to keep pace with the increase 
in population. Consequently, living standards tended to fall. Only in the 
Low Countries, north and south, did wages rise fast enough, after 1550, to 
keep pace with rises in food and non-food prices, thereby avoiding a fall in 
living standards. But after 1585, the upwards wage spiral in the south 
Netherlands ceased. Wages levelled out and became static. Since prices 
continued to rise, the effect was a sharp fall in living standards. After 1590, 
the north Netherlands became the only part of Europe where wages rose 
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faster than the cost of living.” Real wages showed a strong upwards trend 
throughout the period from the late 1580s down to 1621.” There was then 
a retreat (with the onset of Phase. Three in Dutch world trade primacy), 
especially during the sharp slump of the 1620s, and early 1630s, but there 
was a recovery in the buoyancy of real wages from the late 1630s. 

As a result, where, in 1585, wages in Holland were comparable with wages 
in the south, by 1609 Willem Usselincx was warning that Dutch industry 
would no longer be able to compete with industry in Flanders and Brabant, 
where wages and taxes, as well as house rents, were now much lower.® By 
this date, wages at Leiden were already more than $0 per cent higher than 
at Ghent or Bruges and other Flemish towns.“ 

Unskilled labour, as well as skilled, profited from the rise of Dutch world 
trade primacy. At Antwerp, where wages were some 20 per cent higher than 
in the Flemish towns, municipal labourers and bricklayers during the second 
quarter of the seventeenth century earned from 12-to 14 stuivers per day: 
Comparable work at Leiden, Delft, or Alkmaar earned 22 to 24 stuivers per 
day.® Of course, when allowance is made for higher taxes, and house rents, 
labourers in the Holland towns were not in fact twice as well off as 
counterparts in Flemish towns. Life for the unskilled, and semi-skilled, in 
Dutch Golden Age society was neither affluent nor easy. But the dynamism 
of the Dutch economy, after 1590, and burgeoning demand for skills, meant 
that there were good prospects for the highly trained to achieve affluence. 
The wide gap in remuneration for skilled, as against unskilled, work applied 
iN most industries and crafts, and also at sea. Wages for seamen during the 
second quarter of the century remained low, at 12 guilders monthly.© Naval 
pay was, officially, even lower, at 11 guilders monthly for ordinary seamen, 
though, in practice, the Dutch commercial recovery of the 1630s pushed 
naval wages higher, Admiral Tromp remarking, in 1641, that it was hard to 
recruit naval seamen at less than 14 guilders monthly.” But wages for skilled 
men in merchant shipping were much higher. Ship’s.cooks, for example, 
received: 25 guilders monthly and ship’s carpenters 30, good pay when 
captains of merchant vessels were rated at 60 guilders monthly.* Ordinary 
soldiers earned 12.5 guilders monthly. 
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But the Republic was a land with not one but several:hierarchies of wages 
and salaries. In Holland, excises, rents, and bread prices were appreciably 
higher-than in inland areas, and this.alone ensured a wide gap in wage levels 
between the maritime:.west and rural. east. Also one. must distinguish 
between Amsterdam and other Holland and Zeeland towns, Amsterdam 
wages being appreciably. higher still. Finally, there was a large gap between 
wage levels in Holland towns, on the.one hand, and the Holland countryside 
on the other: Where municipal workers, at Leiden or Delft, earned 22 or 24 
stuivers daily, in the 1630s, at Groningen they received 15 and; at Arnhem, 
only 12. Wages at Arnhem were.thus comparable with those at Bruges or 
Ghent. Dutch Reformed Church preachers, a:relatively highly paid group, 
earned widely disparate salaries depending on where they worked.” Inthe 
villages of Holland, salaries :rose from 200 guilders yearly in 1574, to 350 by 
1§94, and 500. by 1625, rather more than a skilled worker ina Holland town 
would earn. By that date preachers in the Holland towns could expect 1,000 
guilders yearly and, at Amsterdam, considerably more. In the east, the gap 
between: preachers’ salaries in the villages and main towns was likewise 
appreciable. When Frederik Hendrik captured Roermond and Venlo, in 
1632, the first Reformed preachers in those towns were appointed at salaries 
of .700 guilders: yearly. In the. countryside: of. the inland provinces, by 
contrast, there were preachers earning under 400 and, in some cases,. even 
under 300 guilders yearly. 

Wages in Holland and Zeeland in the seventeenth century were thus much 
higher ‘than comparable wages in the Spanish Netherlands. This means that 
Dutch wages were dramatically higher than in most of the rest of north- 
western Europe. In. England in the early seventeenth century, one earned 
less than in. the south Netherlands let alone: Holland.” In France and 
Germany, the gap was wider still.: 


CIVIC POOR RELIEF AND CHARITABLE INSTITUTIONS 


‘There was much that was impressive about the Dutch Republic, and much 
that. was unusual. But few aspects.of the Dutch seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries were more striking than the elaborate system of civic poor relief 
and charitable institutions. So. exceptional, in European terms, were the 
conditions which gave rise to this ‘system of civic charity that there was 
probably. never much likelihood of its being emulated elsewhere. But its 
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superiority over what-one then found'in neighbouring countries was 
sufficiently obvious to be frequently acknowledged by foreign visitors, 
though Catholic observers, such as the Venetian envoy Girolamo Trevisano, 
writing in :1620, stressed that it was largely maintained with revenues taken 
from the Catholic Church.” 

Having: failed to. follow the Flemish and Walloon towns, in the early 
sixteenth century, in reorganizing their welfare. institutions along the then 
modern, ‘humanist-inspired, lines, the: Dutch town.governments were faced, 
all at once, in.the 1590s and opening years of the new:century, with vast new 
pressures and ‘a wholly unprecedented: situation. Along with new attitudes, 
and a new public religion, they were swept up in.a process of explosive urban 
growth, and: escalating numbers. of poor and needy, combined with a 
tremendous expansion -of the urban economy: and proliferation of new 
resources and skills. At the same.time, in confronting the new pressures, they 
found themselves with an extraordinary degree of freedom of action. Not 
only did the institutional organization of the Republic guarantee a high 
degree of civic autonomy but there was no Crown, or prince, to dispute their 
use of confiscated buildings, revenues, and other goods of the old Church: 

Not the least unusual feature of the Dutch civic welfare system which now 
took shape was its pluriform-and divided confessional structure. Almost 
everywhere else in Europe at the time, welfare functioned under the auspices 
of a single Church whether Catholic or Protestant. But in the Dutch context, 
the town governments not only took overall charge. of the system, and 
funded many charitable institutions, but decided to what extent, and in what 
ways, the public Church, and also the other tolerated Churches, were: to 
participate. In some towns the. city’s almoners,.poor chest, and boards of 
charitable foundations exercised overall control. But, at the same time, it 
was accepted that the consistories of the Reformed Church, with their 
deaconates, had a substantial contribution to make and, in many towns, 
these played a preponderant role. But, while the consistories of the public 
Church were found to be eminently suitable instruments for administering 
charity, town governments were no less Keen to enlist the boards of elders 
of other Churches which they: formally tolerated, which meant, in Holland, 
Zeeland and Utrecht, principally the Lutherans, Mennonites, and, in 
Amsterdam—and later also several other.cities—the Jews. These confessions 
all had their own lists of eligible destitute, excluded from other lists, and 
-their..own arrangements for orphans, the poor, sick, and elderly. By 
contrast, the Catholics, during the seventeenth century, were not permitted 
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to organize in this way. Rather than allow Catholics scope to consolidate, and 
expand, their confessional following, which they permitted to the tolerated 
Churches, the town governments preferred to accept an extra burden of 
expense, forgoing the chance to transfer the cost on to the shoulders of the 
Catholic affluent. Thus, at Haarlem it was not until 1715. that the town council 
decided that, from now on, the Catholic community should be responsible for 
their poor, enabling them to set up their own charitable institutions, while at 
Leiden it was not until 1737:that this step was taken.?3 

But the key feature was the overall control from the town hall and highly 
regulated character:of civic-welfare.-Sir William Temple remarked that while 
‘charity seems to.be very national among them’, it was not.a system of 
personal and privately organized charity emanating from below, but rather 
a matter of the ‘admirable provisions that are made... for all sorts of 
persons that can want, or ought to be kept’. Writing of the ‘many and 
various hospitals that are.in every man’s curiosity and talk that travels their 
country’, he describes how moved he was by the extraordinary care lavished 
on the home for aged seamen which he visited at Enkhuizen, ‘a retreat stor’d 
with all the eases and conveniencies, that old-age is capable of feeling and 
enjoying’, a fitting retirement, for those. who had spent their whole lives ‘in 
the hardships.and incommodities of the sea’.”4 

That foreigners were regularly amazed by the attention, and resources, 
expended on creating an orderly, well-equipped, and smooth-functioning 
system. of old-age and sick care, and poor relief, is undeniable. But:charity 
and compassion, it should be noted, were not the sole motives which went 
into producing this result. In fact, the Dutch civic welfare system was a 
product of numerous social, economic, religious, and cultural goals and 
priorities and it is this broad background which made the Dutch. system. at 
once incomparable and inimitable. 

It has to be recognized that.some of the major motives were in fact quite 
far removed from those.of:.compassion. In .the first place, there. were 
économic pressures.’> Labour was chronically short.in the Dutch towns and 
wages extremely high. Consequently, the work potential of orphans and the 
idle poor, and even the partly incapacitated, was a valuable commodity. In 
all the towns, a strict regime applied in the civic and Reformed Church 
orphanages and workhouses, imposing not only nigid discipline, regular 
Sunday prayer in the Reformed Church, and uniforms, but also hard work, 
in the case of the orphans often spinning and preparing yarn for the textile 
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industries. Typically, day wages paid to the children had to be handed to 
the resident director of the orphanage, who would then allocate a propor- 
tion of their earnings to the children, on a-weekly basis. The large home for 
poor orphans built at Middelburg, .in 1602, clothed its inmates in blue 
stockings, and black uniforms, with the. emblem. of Middelburg em- 
broidered, in yellow, on their right sleeves; this was not only-to prevent. the 
children selling their clothing but to advertise: that they were wards and an 
asset of the city. At Haarlem, the children wore ‘blue coats with one sleeve 
red and the other green’.” 

Civic.pride also contributed to the impulse to build imposing orphanages, 
hospitals, old people’s: homes, and workhouses. The towns vied with one 
another in every sphere and it was natural that.in the building of ‘God's 
houses’ too a subtle rivalry should prevail, each town wishing to. show how 
caring, responsible, and well-ordered it was and how admirable were its civic 
institutions. This also reflects, once again,: the fundamental importance in 
the Dutch context of the power of the town councils, within the towns, and 
their ability to subordinate every dimension of civic life to regulation by the 
town hall. What the poor and needy gained from: the sway of the regents 
was that there could never be ‘the: slightest question as to who. was 
responsible for the general state. of civic charitable foundations and poor 
relief administration: Civic politics was also a major factor in ensuring 
rigorous regulation of the “God’s houses’ in another respect. Charitable 
foundations were administered on a week-to-week basis by committees of 
‘regents’, prominent citizens, closely connected with town government, and 
consistories, whose wives often also gathered weekly, and separately, to deal 
with other aspects of the administration. They gathered in this way to 
ensure, under the general supervision of town hall and consistory, the 
maximum possible orderliness, thrift, cleanliness, and godliness: of. the 
inmates and. institutions in their charge. They did: this. totally without 
remuneration for the sake of the status which accrued from it in both civic 
and Church society. In the case of the. Lutheran, Mennonite, and Jewish 
communities, this was also the principal means. by which prominent citizens 
could aspire to leadership on the boards of elders. 

The social prestige derived from administering organized charity was 
reflected in art, albeit intermittently and chiefly at Amsterdam and Haar- 
lem.” The first batch of group-portraits of austerely attired regents of civic 
charitable foundations, including one of the regents of Amsterdam’s hospi- 
tal of St Peter, were painted in 1617-18. The most famous are the two 


™ Van Strien, British Travellers, 198. ™ Schwartz, Dutch World of Painting, 67. 


Society after the Revolt. 357 


group-portraits, painted by Frans Hals near the end of his life, in 1664, of 
the regents and regentesses of the Haarlem Old Men’s Home, complete with 
such symbols of their administration as account-books, coins, and legal 
deeds. In. 1626, the Amsterdam civic almoners commissioned a series of five 
paintings showing themselves at work, registering eligible paupers, distribut- 
ing bread and clothing, inspecting a hemp works which they ran, and 
visiting a poor family at home. Such paintings: adorned the regents’ 
chambers of some charitable foundations. A more common use of art to 
enhance the civic welfare, system, however, were. the large allegorical 
paintings. which embellished the interiors of charitable institutions and 
hospitals, glorifying healing, charity, and work.” A hospital embellished 
with an unusually large number of such paintings was that of St Job, in 
Utrecht. 

The main. hospital in each town was considered a major adjunct of civic 
life.and test of the city’s standing and status. At Middelburg, the hospital 
was administered by four ‘regents’, one of whom was a member of the 
vroedschap. The city paid the salaries of two university-trained physicians 
and also several assistants who worked full-time in the hospital. As in most 
big towns,. a large room was set. aside for anatomy lessons and clinical 
demonstrations. At Goes, the hospital was administered by three full regents 
of the vroedschap, and their wives, who were entrusted with implementing 
the decisions of their husbands; again the town employed two city physi- 
cians and assistants. Besides strictly civic considerations, there was also a 
wider interest in the hospitals in such ports as Flushing, Enkhuizen, 
Rotterdam, and Amsterdam, heavily frequented by the navy, on the part of 
the admiralty colleges, and ultimately the States of Holland and Zeeland, 
especially in wartime when these hospitals acquired a national function, 
caring for large numbers of wounded seamen. Similarly, in the garrison 
towns, there was a more than purely local interest in ensuring that hospitals 
were large, well-equipped, and provided with sufficient expertise, for here 
these institutions doubled as military hospitals. The large hospital built at 
Breda, equipped with the usual theatrum anathomicum, in 1643-4, shortly 
after the town was regained from the Spaniards, though mainly financed by 
the town itself, was in large part a military institution.” 

One of the most-striking contrasts between. Dutch welfare institutions and 
what one normally encountered in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
were the madhouses. Dealing with insanity was no easy test; but it was felt 
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that the degradation and disorderly conditions resulting from crowding the 
insane together in dilapidated premises, and neglecting them,: would reflect 
ill on the town as a whole, and it is clear that some effort was made to ensure 
as much dignity; and order,.as possible. The Amsterdam madhouse, rebuilt 
in. 1592, had separate cubicles for the inmates and an interior garden with 
plants and trees. ‘The very Bedlam’, commented one English visitor, in 1662, 
‘is so stately that one would take it to be the house of some lord.’® During 
his visit to the Republic, in 1667, Cosimo de Medici, son of the Grand Duke 
of Tuscany, visited, among innumerable other sights, the madhouses: of 
Utrecht and Amsterdam, remarking on the ‘cleanliness and good order’ in 
which the inmates were kept.*' At Middelburg, the madhouse, installed after 
the Revolt in a confiscated monastery, was administered by four ‘regents’, 
the ‘president’ being one of the magistracy. 

At bottom, what. lay behind: it all was a quest for a well-ordered and 
industrious civic world based on confessional discipline. All considered, 
both the poor relief system and charitable foundations were rather effective 
instruments of social control. Through the. meticulous upkeep of their 
registers, the colleges of municipal almoners and church deacons ensured 
that they were distributing money, food, clothing, and fuel only to what they 
regarded as the deserving poor, that is persons born in the town, or of long 
residence in it, who obeyed the rules and conducted themselves in an orderly 
manner. One of the chief. purposes of the system was: to keep destitute 
outsiders, vagrants, and beggars out of the towns.. The foreigners who 
swarmed into the towns of Holland and Zeeland in the seventeenth century 
were allowed to stay only if they had money or work. By rigorously 
excluding vagrants and outsiders, the towns sought not only to keep down 
the cost of welfare but also to curb-crime and disorderly conduct. It was, 
above all, by registering, restricting, and disciplining the destitute and then 
providing those who qualified with relatively generous support that Dutch 
cities in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries achieved that remarkable 
orderliness, and low levels of crime, for which Leti and others praised them 
so highly. Sir Dudley Carleton, arriving in Holland in 1616, found ‘Haarlem 
a whole town so neat and ‘cleanly and all things so ‘regular and in that good 
order as if it had been all but one house’. 

‘Both city almoners and church boards penalized drunkenness, rowdiness, 
and licentiousness assiduously and methodically. Caring for the needy, in 
the Dutch towns, was an integral:part of an elaborate-cultural, social, and 
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religious framework. In their qualifying and disqualifying paupers, need was 
never the only criterion and often not the most important. Typically, the 
poor regulations of.the Portuguese Jewish community of Amsterdam, drawn 
up'in the 1620s, confined money payments, ranging between 2 and 6 guilders 
per month—the maximum being about half the wage of an unskilled paid 
labourer—to the needy. of good morals and conduct.®3 Anyone apprehended 
by the civic authorities for any sort of criminal activity was automatically 
excluded from further communal support. 

But like everything else in the Dutch Republic, civic welfare policy was 
permeated by party-factional rivalries and. confessional :tensions:. Before 
1618, ‘Arminian’ towns, such as Leiden and Haarlem, preferred a more 
centrally organized, civic strategy, minimizing the influence of the Reformed 
consistory. Thus, at Leiden, all income for poor relief—whether proceeding 
from legacies, monthly house-to-house collections, Sunday collections in the 
churches, church-boxes, grants by the municipality from the proceeds of 
confiscated: property of the old Church, or allocations from municipal 
taxation—was brought together in a single fund, under the control of the 
city’s College of Almoners.* One consequence of this was that the city 
welfare system tended to discriminate in favour of the pre-1585 native 
population rather than give preference to formal adherence to the Reformed 
Church, which would have tended to favour the poor of the Flemish, 
Brabantine, and Walloon communities. Doubtless this was one factor in the 
notorious hostility of the city’s immigrant population towards their regent 
civic regime. 

In Haarlem, the vroedschap ‘reorganized the city’s poor relief system in 
1598, putting the city’s almoners in charge, imposing stringent curbs on 
begging, vagrancy, and private alms-giving, and, again, sharply differentiat- 
ing between native Haarlemmers and outsiders, ordering the expulsion of 
non-native paupers.®> The qualified destitute had to register with the 
almoners, undertaking not to enter taverns or gamble whilst in receipt of 
civic charity on pain of being struck off the list. Nevertheless, the deaconates 
continued to participate substantially in dispensing charity to destitute 
homes. The rule was that a family qualified for the consistory’s poor list 
only if the husband was formally a member of the Reformed Church. If only 
the wife was, or both were merely informal ‘sympathizers’—as were many 
Protestant poor—or the husband belonged to another Church, the family 
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could.apply only to the almoners—unless the husband was a Lutheran or 
Mennonite, in which case he applied to their elders. 

Typically, the Haarlem vroedschap, between 1598 and 1618, allocated only 
a'small part of the funds dispensed from the confiscated revenues of the old 
Church to the poor relief chest: of the public Church, steering the bulk to 
the college of Almoners. By contrast, after 1618, under the new Counter- 
Remonstrant regime, there was a hefty increase in the funds assigned by the 
city to the consistory for welfare.” One effect. of this-was‘to enhance the 
public Church’s ability to persuade poor folk to join the Reformed Church 
and adopt a Reformed life-style, though doubtless .a contributory factor in 
the huge increase in the scale of charity dispensed by the Reformed Church 
in Haarlem in the 1620s was simply the effect of the slump beginning in 
1621. 

The civic welfare system profoundly affected the lives of large numbers of 
people. Not many poor relief statistics are available for the seventeenth 
century and, in any case, the figures oscillated wildly in any given town from 
year to year, and between winter and summer; when there was more 
seasonal employment. But, at all times,. those in receipt of charity, either 
living at home or in the ‘God’s houses’, constituted an appreciable propor- 
tion of the urban population. In- 1616, the Amsterdam civic chest was 
supporting 2,500 -families—roughly 10,000 people—and between them the 
various tolerated Churches and guilds:may have been supporting a com- 
parable figure, which means -that well over: 10 per. cent of the city’s 
population was in receipt of charity.*” At Haarlem, at the end of the Golden 
Age,: before disintegration of the urban economy: set in, the Reformed 
deaconate was: supporting 500 to 600 families, about 5 per cent of the 
population, which. again suggests that, altogether, over 10 per cent of the 
city’s inhabitants were receiving charitable assistance from.one source or 
another: 
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THE CONFESSIONAL ARENA 


n the outbreak of the great Revolt, in 1572, the States of Holland had 

made no attempt to curb Protestantism but, initially, did try to ensure 
that both the old Church, and the Reformed, would be tolerated.’ Among 
the regent, and noble, élites, a substantial grouping wished to defend the 
king’s faith and its clergy. However, the mood of the militias and populace 
was strongly anti-Catholic and official efforts to protect Catholic worship, 
clergy, and images had little chance of succeeding. Just two weeks after 
Leiden went over to the Revolt, the several hundred clergy in the city were 
expelled and Catholic services suppressed.* The story was the same in 
Dordrecht, Rotterdam, Delft, and Gouda. Everywhere, principal churches 
were seized, the mass forbidden, and Catholic clergy driven out, generally 
without any demonstration, hardly a protest, from the Catholic side. So 
weak was the Catholic position that even Orange could do nothing to 
prevent this. Anxious not to alienate opinion in the south, the Prince made 
a determined attempt to oppose the suppression and even reintroduced the 
mass at Delft in December 1572, in one of the city’s two main churches. But 
this brief revival of Catholic practice lasted less than three months.’ 
Renewed anti-Catholic rioting erupted in February, and again in March 
1573, and the Prince was forced to acquiesce in the total suppression of 
Catholic worship. 

By late 1573, Orange’s attempts to steer the Revolt towards acceptance of 
the public practice of both faiths had conclusively failed. What had begun 
as spontaneous attacks on Catholic images and clergy had, in a few months, 
evolved into the organized, general suppression of the Catholic faith, and 
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seizure of the Church’s property, by the rebel States of Holland.* The 
position was the same in Zeeland. In all places held by the rebels, churches 
were seized, the Catholic clergy fled, or were driven off, and within a short 
time, without significant protest, Catholic worship was forbidden. When 
Spanish-held Middelburg, after its epic resistance, finally surrendered to the 
rebels, in 1574, there was no question of Catholic services being allowed to 
continue. The bishop and remaining clergy—over. one hundred priests and 
friars—trekked out, in defeat, along with the Spanish soldiery. 

Nor, with the vicissitudes of the Revolt over the next few years, was there 
any change, either in the attitude of the populace and militias, or the policy 
of the regents. A key ingredient of the Particular Union of Holland and 
Zeeland of 1575, creating the embryo of a rebel state, was the instruction to 
the Stadholder to maintain ‘the practice of the Reformed evangelical 
religion, ending and prohibiting the exercise of the Roman religion’.’ When 
the militia and populace of Amsterdam overthrew the old, pro-Catholic, 
town council, in May 1578, their coup led automatically to the expulsion of 
the Catholic clergy, confiscation of the old Church’s buildings, destruction 
of images, and. the suppression of Catholic worship.° A further wedge was 
driven between the infant Republic and Catholics who might have initially 
supported the Revolt, or considered being reconciled to the Revolt, by the 
Papacy when, in July 1578, Pope Gregory XIII forbade Catholics to 
collaborate in any way with the rebellion against Philip II, the legitimate 
ruler of the Netherlands decreed by God, threatening Catholics who 
supported the rebel regime with excommunication.’ 

But Reformed preachers now faced what, for them, was a frustrating 
paradox. The people rejected the old Church. Yet, at the same time, there 
was but a. tepid response to the new. To some extent this was attributable 
to rival Protestant activity. For it was not only the Reformed who emerged, 
and organized, following the collapse of Spanish power. In many places, 
other Protestants, especially Mennonites, had survived Alva’s persecution 
alongside the Reformed.’ But this was a subsidiary factor. The main reason 
for the weak early response to :the Reformed Church was lack of confes- 
sional zeal and the widespread noncommittal attitude bred by decades of 
heavy-handed official insistence on Catholic allegiance. 
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The result was that the vast, plundered edifice of the old Church remained 
everywhere conspicuous while the profile of the new remained tentative and 
elusive. Churches and cloisters in the countryside had been pillaged and left 
derelict. In the towns, most churches stood empty, and boarded up; rather 
than in use for Protestant worship. It was clear, by the 1580s, that what had 
happened was less the replacement of one church by its successor than the 
shattering of the old and its replacement, in large part, with an ecclesiastical 
vacuum. The newly organized Reformed congregations grew but slowly, at 
first. In Alkmaar, there were only 156 communicant members as ‘late as 
1576.9 Even where the Reformed were strongest, as at Delft; Dordrecht, 
Leiden, and Enkhuizen, active membership remained at under ‘10 per cent 
of the population even in the late 1570s. As the Revolt spread, after 1576, 
the position was much the same-in the rest. of the north Netherlands. The 
popular mood was anti-Catholic. Catholic worship was suppressed and 
Catholic churches closed. But Reformed congregations in the early years 
remained modest in size. Thus, there was a striking contrast of scale between 
the pre-1572 and post-1572. public Church: the former, with a vast estab- 
lishment of buildings and clergy in each town, was now suppressed, while 
its successor employed a tiny number of preachers, only one or two in most 
towns, during the early years. This meant that most churches remained 
redundant, and nowhere more conspicuously than in towns which had been 
major ecclesiastical: centres. ‘There be thirty churches’, remarked Fines 
Moryson, of Utrecht; in 1593, ‘but only three are used for divine service.’'° 

Thus, during the early years of the Republic neither the old Church, nor 
the new, commanded the allegiance of most of the populace. Nevertheless, 
the Reformed Church.enjoyed two great advantages over its displaced rival. 
Firstly, it had more, and more militant, support amongst the people than 
Catholicism, which enabled it to mobilize popular and militia pressure, and 
demonstrations, against Catholic worship whereas (even in the towns where 
Catholic support was strongest) it was.too weak to mount counter-pressure. 
Secondly, the Reformed Church was now the public Church, which meant 
that it had the backing of the State, and civic authorities, under the terms 
of the Particular Union of Holland and Zeeland, of 1575, and under 
provincial legislation. 

Catholic weakness was manifest even in the Holland city where Catholi- 
cism survived most tenaciously—Haarlem. Haarlem was the last Holland 
town where the mass was officially allowed, continuing until April 1581 
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when the vroedschap, under heavy pressure from the States of Holland, was 
finally compelled to suppress it. There are definite indications that, after 
1§77, Catholicism in Haarlem retained more vitality than elsewhere and that 
many of the old civic élite remained ‘sincere Catholijcken’.'’ Nevertheless, 
Haarlem’s Catholics found themselves in an untenable position. Urged by 
Coornhert, they petitioned the States of Holland to be allowed to celebrate 
the Catholic mass in at least one. church, pointing out that since the 
‘Religious Peace’ of 1577 there had been no disorder due to religious 
differences in Haarlem. The States replied that this was true but that the 
reason was not because Haarlem’s Catholics were loyal to the new order but 
that they were so few and weak they dared not cause any disturbance.'"* The 
petition was rejected. 

Catholic practice was universally suppressed in the towns of Holland and 
Zeeland but (at least in Holland) much more patchily in the countryside. 
Catholicism was suppressed in Heusden, on the southern fringe of Holland, 
when the States gained control of the town, in 1579; but in the surrounding 
villages Catholic services continued throughout the period of the Revolt. In 
North Holland, the countryside between Haarlem, Alkmaar, and Hoorn 
included entire villages which remained predominantly Catholic, usually 
under the influence of a resolute priest.’? Yet, the general picture in the 
countryside, of Holland and even Utrecht (the province where rural Cath- 
olicism survived most extensively), though more mixed than in the towns, 
was still one of Catholic weakness overall. The reports compiled by a 
commission of the States of Utrecht, in 1593, on the religious situation in 
the countryside confirm that the advance of the Reformed faith was slow 
and sporadic but also that firm Catholic commitment was at best patchy. If 
there was only a minority of Utrecht villages, in the 1590s, where the 
churches had been fully ‘cleansed’ of images. and altars, it was also a 
minority which was resolutely resisting the Reformation.'4 Most typical. was 
a bizarre mixture of compromise, ignorance, and neglect, a chaotic, non- 
confessionalized, semi-Protestant Christianity coloured by the wavering of 
the village pastor. The pastor at Doorn was reported to have been a 
Catholic priest during the 1570s, Reformed after the collapse of Spanish 
power in 1576 but, ‘through fear of the enemy’, somewhere in between. since 
the Spanish revival, in the 1580s. The pastor at Werkhoven was reported to 
be only ‘slightly’ Reformed but willing to do better. At Odijk, the pastor 
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had thrown out some images but retained. others, and performed Catholic 
and Reformed baptisms and marriages, according to parishioners’ prefer- 
ences. At. Houten, ‘the preacher was. aunply hopelessly ignorant about the 
old faith and the new. 

All this was deeply distressing to devout. Protestants, who régarded the 
confusion and lack of confessional zeal as shocking: ‘Even here, at The 
Hague,’ noted Bodley, in 1592, “there is not; in. the judgment of those who 
doe observe it, a quarter part of the multitude well affected to religion, 
which. I also meane not only in heart.and deede but not so muche as in 
shewe and in outward profession.’'’ In Lutheran Germany and: England, at 
the outset of the Reformation, it was.also the case that Catholic commit- 
ment among the people was weak and yet Protestant awareness meagre, ‘but 
during the later sixteenth century the populace was being: successfully 
Protestantized. In this respect, the United Provinces lagged behind. But the 
much higher levels of attendance at Protestant churches in Lutheran 
Germany, and England, were not only due to the earlier start of the official 
Reformation. in: those countries but also to coercion—enforced church 
attendance. 

The Holland regents, in 1587, worked on the assumption that about 
one-tenth of the province’s population belonged to the Reformed Church.'® 
By German, or English, standards, this might seem sparse. But when it is 
considered that this had. been achieved without coercion, that there were 
numerous non-Calvinist Protestants, and that the prevailing political and 
military insecurity was bound to discourage many from joining the public 
Church, the figure of: 10 per cent is really rather impressive. Catholic 
support, in the sense of persons willing to defend the old Church, or display 
their allegiance to it-in some way, was certainly much weaker than this. The 
Reformed were not marginally, but overwhelmingly, the preponderant 
confessional bloc amongst the populace, as had been shown time and again 
‘since 1572. Furthermore, in some main towns, such as Delft, Leiden, and 
Dordrecht, as well as The Hague, the Reformed already constituted around 
20 per cent of. the population by the end of the 1580s.'? In Delft, where there 
had been: 200 members of the Reformed Church, representing, with their 
families, under 10 per cent of the population in 1583, by 1608 there were 
1,600. members, comprising with their families around half the population." 
This was impressive growth. 
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‘But while Reformed confessionalization proceeded. steadily, Catholic 
allegiance also gained ground—albeit more‘slowly. When he arrived in 1583, 
Sasbout; Vosmeer, the great Dutch missionary, who led the Catholic revival 
in Holland, becoming the first Vicar Apostolic, appointed by the Pope, to 
head the Dutch Mission, confided to his brother that Catholicism in Delft 
was virtually extinct.'? A: few years later, though, while admitting that 
libertinism, and non-attendance at. church, was still the best supported 
denomination in the city, and that Catholics were fewer than the Reformed, 
he no longer believed that the latter vastly outnumbered the Catholics. At 
Dordrecht and Amsterdam, too, a slow, but noticeable, Catholic revival was 
under way. By 1600, it was estimated that there’ were-around 500 Catholics 
in Dordrecht—exceedingly few but growing stronger.” 

This incipient revival of Catholic support in the Netherlands north of the 
rivers was'part of a more general phenomenon in western and central 
Europe which was marked in the north-west German lands bordering the 
‘Netherlands, particularly in the towns of the prince-bishops of Cologne, 
Minster, Osnabriick, and Paderborn where the efforts of the rulers suc- 
ceeded in turning the tide against the Protestant churches from the 1580s 
onwards. The Catholic revival was also noticeable in Aachen, where a 
Spanish-backed coup restored a Catholic civic regime in 1598.”' 

In the late sixteenth century, the majority of the'Dutch population, like 
most of the population in neighbouring Westphalia and the northern 
Rhineland, cannot unequivocally be described as Protestant or Catholic. 
For the majority constituted a non-confessionalized, or barely confession- 
alized, bloc, * undecided and unformed, attracting the fierce disapproval of 
committed. men on both sides: Bodley was appalled by the widespread 
addiction ‘to all manner of religions’ and none. The French envoy, Buzan- 
val, deplored the fact that much of the population ‘suit le libertinisme, c’est 
a dire s’accomode a toute chaussure’.> In such a fluid situation the 
‘insistence. of the Dutch provincial-and civic authorities on formally sup- 
-_pressing Catholic as well as Lutheran and Mennonite worship, like the 
Opposite situation in the neighbouring German prince-bishoprics where 
‘Protestantism was coming under pressure, exerted a decisive influence on 
the confessionalization process. Reformed, Catholics, Lutherans, and Men- 
nonites were all striving to confessionalize the uncommitted and, con- 
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sequently, all the confessions were gaining ground. But in the Dutch 
provinces, as in Westphalia and the northern Rhineland, it was the confes- 
sion which enjoyed the backing of the regime which gained ground fastest. 


THE ORGANIZATION OF THE DUTCH REFORMED CHURCH 


The first synod of the Dutch Reformed Church held within the Netherlands 
convened at Edam, in August 1572. At this gathering, and the second North 
Holland Synod, at Alkmaar in March 1573, and the first meeting of the 
South Holland Synod, later that year, the foundations of the Dutch system 
of synods, classes, and consistories were laid. The first National Synod of 
the. Dutch Reformed Church was held at Dordrecht, in 1578. Holland 
subsequently retained separate synods for North and South Holland, but 
was the only province of the Union to have more than one synod. In 
the other provinces, synodal jurisdiction. corresponded to the borders of the 
province. Each provincial synod, once established, met yearly to control 
the affairs of the Church within the province and co-ordinate policy and 
activity between the provinces. It was intended that this would proceed 
under the supervision of a National Synod meeting every three years. A 
second National Synod did convene, at Middelburg, in 1581. Later, however, 
political complications, especially the reluctance of the States of Holland, 
forced the abandonment of.the principle of regular gatherings of the 
National Synod. 

Under the provincial: synods came the regional classes, the gatherings of 
preachers in each area. providing the link between town and country. 
Preachers in villages were often isolated, and less highly trained, than their 
better-paid colleagues in the towns and the classes provided a forum 
through which they could be guided and kept in touch with wider develop- 
ments. Classes also had responsibility for erecting new consistories and 
co-ordinating activity in the educational sphere, and welfare, as well as in 
Church affairs proper.”> By 1581, there were six classes in North Holland— 
Haarlem, Amsterdam, Alkmaar, Hoorn, Enkhuizen, and Edam. Eight 
classes fell under the synod of South Holland and four, including the largest 
in the Republic—that of Walcheren Island—under that of Zeeland. Several 
neighbouring consistories, including those in States Flanders and that of 
Bergen-op-Zoom (the latter under Walcheren), were also placed under one 
or other of the Zeeland classes. There were three classes under the synod of 
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Utrecht—those of Utrecht, Amersfoort, and Wijk-bij-Duurstede—and orig- 
inally four in Gelderland, one for each quarter. Friesland was divided into 
three classes, again one for each (rural) quarter, Oostergo, Westergo, and 
Zevenwolden. By contrast, the three Overijssel quarters were divided into 
five classes because each of the province’s three ‘head towns’—Deventer, 
Zwolle, and Kampen—had to be the centre of a classis but they were all in 
Salland, which meant ‘that two more. were needed for Vollenhove and’ 
Twenthe.”’ Drenthe was divided into three classes—Emmen, Meppel, and 
Rolde—eventually forming a separate synod. 

But the most fundamental institution of the Dutch Reformed Church, as 
with all Calvinist. churches, was the consistory. In the main towns, these 
church councils (kerkeraden) were sizeable bodies which met frequently to 
regulate the affairs of the Church within the community. Whereas the classes 
were gatherings only of preachers, the consistories were dominated by lay 
elders.and included lay deacons, concerned with charitable work, as well:as 
the preachers. At Amsterdam, the consistory began, in 1578, by gathering 
twice weekly but then settled down to once per week. plus additional 
meetings when there were important developments.”’ The consistories close- 
ly supervised the life of the congregation, and matters of life-style, as well 
as Church affairs proper and the work of the preachers. There was no direct, 
official linkage. between town councils and consistories, but it was frequently 
the case that one, or more, members of the vroedschap also belonged to.the 
church council which was, in many respects, its ecclesiastical equivalent. 
Whenever preachers in.a town were dissatisfied with an aspect of civic life 
they would mobilize the consistory to pressure the burgomasters. and 
vroedschap. 

This three-tiered—or, with the National Synod, four-tiered—structure 
was well suited to.a federal edifice such as that of the Dutch Republic. As 
the public, and only, Church protected, and promoted, by the city councils, 
provinces, and. States General—and upheld by all seven: provinces—the 
Dutch Reformed Church. was, in some respects, a state Church.” The main 
difference between it and a state Church in other Protestant.lands was that 
it lacked the power to enforce church attendance and had no representation 
in Generality and provincial colleges and assemblies. Even in. Utrecht the 
college of the -first estate represented the province’s five ‘secularized’ 
chapters;. not the public Church.” 
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From the outset, the: relationship between public Church and town 
governments, particularly in Holland, showed: signs of ‘strain. It was the 
regents of. Holland and Zeeland who had overthrown the old. Church, 
confiscated its property, expelled its clergy, and driven out its schoolmasters. 
It was they. who had authorized the stripping of the churches, and trans- 
ferred them to the new Church, albeit under popular pressure. But there was 
a wide chasm between the Reformation of the Calvinist preachers and that 
of the regents, a point later emphasized by Grotius. As Grotius put it, where 
the preachers followed Calvin, the regents preferred the Reformation of 
Erasmus.* They too abhorred ‘superstition’, corrupt Church power, priestly 
abuses, and the like. They too sought to revitalize the spiritual life of the 
individual. But where the preachers wanted religion, and society, to be 
closely regulated, rigidly ordered theologically, and ruled. by the new 
Church, the regents adhered, in their majority (as, he pointed out, had 
William the Silent), to a mild, non-dogmatic Protestantism which accepted 
that there should be only one protected public Church, but not that society, 
and the individual, should be rigorously subordinated to-its control. 

By the 1590s, hardly any regents: were still openly Catholic. But only a 
small minority were zealous Calvinists who supported the aspirations of the 
Reformed preachers. Most were mild Protestants who outwardly conformed 
to the public Church without being zealots or else, as in Oldenbarnevelt’s 
case, belonged only nominally. The majority were also reluctant to allow the 
public Church anything like as much influence over education, publishing, 
non-members of the public Church, and. matters of life-style as preachers 
considered the public Church ought to: have. To some extent they were also 
more tolerant. They did not agree with Coornhert that freedom of practice 
should be extended to Catholics, Lutherans, and Mennonites. But neither 
did they agree with the preachers that drastic methods should be used to 
suppress private gatherings of Anabaptists, Lutherans, Jews, Spiritualists, 
and Catholics. In other words, they were more inclined to connive at 
Catholic and dissenting conventicles. This clash of principles expressed itself 
also in a clash of interpretations of the Revolt. For the Calvinists it was 
above all a struggle about religion, for. the ‘true faith’. For the regents it was 
a struggle for freedom from oppression and tyranny. The medals issued by 
the States of Holland in the early years of the Revolt had shown the Liberty 
Cap, and extolled the fight for ‘freedom’, but. not proclaimed the triumph 
of the Reformed Church. The emergency coins issued by the Leiden city 
council, during the great siege, bore the inscriptions /aec libertatis ergo and 
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pugno pro patria, labels frowned on by the preachers, who judged that haec 
religionis ergo would have been more fitting.”’ 

At. the very least, the public Church wanted the: synods and classes to 
possess: the :power to ensure doctrinal purity within the Church and curb 
theological deviation: within their own ranks. But this too the Holland 
‘regents were unwilling to concede. The early synods had proclaimed the 
Calvinist Heidelberg catechism the doctrinal basis of the Church and 
assigned the consistories control over the appointment and disciplining of 
preachers. But neither the States of Holland, nor Orange, accepted this and, 
in 1576, the States drafted a more Erastian ‘church order’, assigning most 
‘of the power, in the appointing and dismissing of preachers, to the town 
councils. The National Synod of Middelburg, of 1581, had then reasserted 
the public Church’s autonomy from the civil authority, in matters. of 
doctrine and: appointments, in accordance with the acts of the Synod of 
Emden, of 1571.” The issue was still unresolved when: Leicester’s arrival, in 
1585, led to the temporary eclipse of the States of Holland. Leicester 
convened a new National Synod, at The Hague, at which a strictly Calvinist 
‘Church order’ was drawn up, designed to strip the town councils of power 
in Church affairs, while simultaneously strengthening state backing of the 
public Church. Several pro-Leicester, Calvinist towns in Holland—notably 
Amsterdam, Dordrecht, and Enkhuizen—accepted the 1586 ‘Church order’, 
‘but most Holland towns rejected it. After Leicester’s departure, the States 
negotiated a compromise which Oldenbarnevelt did his best to push 
through. But this only aggravated the problem, for most of the towns, on 
one side, and consistories, on the other, refused to accept Oldenbarnevelt’s 
solution. In Church matters, there were now three blocs in the States of 
Holland—Calvinist towns, the anti-Calvinist, Erastian grouping—Gouda, 
Hoorn, Delft, and Rotterdam—and the moderates who supported the 
Advocate, notably Haarlem and Leiden. 

There were repeated quarrels between regents and synods in the decades 
after 1572 over less than orthodox preachers of the public Church. Most 
noteworthy were the cases of Caspar Coolhaes, Herman Herbertsz, and 
Hubert Duifhuis, at Leiden, Gouda, and Utrecht respectively. Coolhaes, a 
-former monk of German background, had been a liberal Protestant prea- 
cher at Deventer; in 1566, and then:a Reformed preacher at Leiden. In 1579, 
he became embroiled in controversy over whether the city council should 
participate in the election of elders, for the consistory, adopting a strongly 
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Erastian standpoint: He also ‘had.:reservations about Calvinist doctrine, 
including predestination,.and promoted: friendly dialogue with. Anabaptists 
and Lutherans.* Even worse, in the eyes of many Reformed, he befriended 
Coornhert, approving of his rejection of dogmatic theology and his plea for 
toleration. The Leiden city council sought to shield him but had to discard 
him in 1581, when the National Synod at Middelburg formally condemned 
Coolhaes and: his teachings: 

Herbertsz was a preacher of similar stamp, dismissed from Dordrecht, in 
1582; for unorthodox.views. At Gouda, Herbertsz deviated from the 
teaching of~the Heidelberg catechism, rejected predestination, and, like 
Coolhaes, cultivated friendly dialogue with other Protestants.*5 The South 
Holland Synod laboured to secure his dismissal but: the Gouda vroedschap 
(which much approved-.of both the man,. and his teachings) insisted on 
keeping him; as their leading minister, until his death in 1607. Meanwhile, 
at Utrecht relations between Calvinist orthodox: and ‘libertines’ were even 
more fraught than at Leiden and Gouda. Hubert Duifhuis (1531-81), an 
inspiring preacher and respected local figure, much favoured by the vroed- 
schap, was a former Catholic priest of Protestantizing tendencies, who 
forged a liberal, non-dogmatic Protestantism influenced by Spiritualism and 
opposed: to. Calvinist theology.** In politics, Duifhuis supported Orange’s 
policy of toleration and ‘Religious Peace’. His congregation, at the Sint 
Jacobskerk, was patronized by the civic élite but opposed by the Calvinist 
guilds and militia. With the coming: of Leicester, and victory of the 
Calvinists on the Utrecht city council in 1586, Duifhuis’s congregation was 
dissolved and his spiritual legacy suppressed.?’ After the ‘libertine’ victory 
in 1588, however, his memory and influence were officially rehabilitated. 

The tension between regents and consistories showed no sign of decreas- 
ing with..the passage of time. On the contrary, as. confessionalization 
proceeded, and more of the ordinary. populace came under the influence of 
the preachers, Calvinists had more scope for mobilizing popular opinion 
against the regents. Of particular significance, in this context, was the influx 
of Protestant refugees from the South Netherlands, after 1585. The immi- 
grants were not the cause of the tension between consistories and regents or 
between Calvinist orthodoxy and less dogmatic Protestant attitudes. But 
they certainly aggravated matters, by strengthening Calvinist orthodoxy and 
adding a social dimension to a tension basically political and theological in 
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character. In this way, Calvinist: orthodoxy became the ideology of those— 
often guild-members, militiamen, and -semi-literate .artisans—who opposed 
the regents. 


THE REJECTION OF TOLERATION 


At the commencement of the Revolt the regents had. proclaimed the 
principle of religious freedom. The meeting of the States of Holland at 
Dordrecht, in July 1572, resolved that ‘freedom of religion’. would be:upheld 
and no.one hindered from the ‘free exercise’: of either ‘the Reformed or‘ 
Roman religion. But ‘freedom of religion’ was soon set aside and, in the 
years after 1573, few among the regents, or in Dutch:society. more widely, 
were prepared to espouse it. The great fighter for toleration, the Spiritualist, 
and controversialist, Dirk Volkertsz..Coornhert, contested this outcome, 
insisting..that the freedom ‘of conscience enshrined in the articles of the 
Union of Utrecht necessarily entailed freedom of practice also.*. But the 
States of Holland disagreed, condemning him,-in 1579, as 2 ‘rustverstoor- 
der’, or disturber of the public peace. 

Fear of. freedom of religion, among the regents, was understandable. It 
was hard to see how the political, social, or moral order. could survive if 
religion was fragmented and in disarray. Apprehension that doubt, Nicode- 
mism, and libertinism were undermining order and morality was universal. 
A few sought alternative props. The one point on-which Coornhert and ‘his 
adversary, the great scholar Justus Lipsius, were agreed: was the urgent need 
for a new morality, universally valid and based on non-religious founda- 
tions. Lipsius strove to construct a secular ethics based on Roman Stoic 
philosophy.*® Coornhert’s Zedekunst (1587), a treatise in Dutch replying to 
Lipsius’ Constantia, offered a secularized, non-confessional biblical ethics.” 
Both detached morality from religion, presenting ethics.as a social and 
political matter, an ‘art’, as Coornhert calls it, enabling the individual to 
improve his life once he grasps that avoiding excess, and disorderly living, 
is an avoiding of the harmful and dangerous.. 

Offering ‘philosophical’ reasons for cultivating morality, and ‘discipline, 
had its relevance in a society fragmented. in religion, and thirsty for order, 
but as was hardly to be denied; a relevance of. limited scope. Ultimately, 
there was no alternative to outward conformity to the public Church, as the 
mathematician Simon Stevin, a Flemish immigrant, and protégé of Prince 
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Maurits, emphasized in his tract Het Burgherlick Leven (1590). Stevin 
scathingly dismissed ‘philosophic teaching’ as a practicable means of instill- 
ing the discipline that was essential to the infant Republic. Stevin was a 
politique in religion, as well as a genius in algebra and geometry, who saw 
religion as an indispensable prop to the social order. He conceded that most 
people did not believe in the doctrines of the Dutch Reformed Church but 
asked them to conform to it even so. ‘Philosophic’ reasons mean nothing to 
children, he insisted, or the man in the street, so that if parents—even when 
they themselves do. not believe—fail to instil veneration for the Church and 
‘fear of God’ into their offspring, then morality, and with it the social order, 
would surely collapse.*' His book is a dialogue with sceptics and libertines. 
He opposed freedom of religion and pleaded with those convinced of the 
truth of religions other than that upheld by the United Provinces to remain 
Nicodemist rather than express dissent which, he argued, can only divide, 
and -weaken,: both society and State. Like Lipsius, Stevin urged people to 
conform outwardly with a religion that they might not believe in—for 
Lipsius too championed outward. conformity to the public Church—for the 
sake of society and the State. An individual whose conscience forbids him 
to conform to the Dutch Reformed Church should, Stevin suggests, move 
to another land where the public Church does correspond to his beliefs.” 

Consequently, even in the most liberal towns, such as Haarlem, Leiden, 
and Gouda, there was no support for the views of Coornhert. Toleration 
was simply not regarded, by Erasmian regents and politiques, as a viable 
option. It is true that suppression of Catholic worship and education: was 
enforced more stringently in some towns than in others. But even in the 
most liberal towns, all Catholic churches, cloisters, and other establishments 
were seized and Catholic education strongly discouraged. The small Cath- 
olic school and lodgings for Catholic students run by Willem van Assendelft 
in Leiden, in the 1580s, led a precarious existence before being closed down 
in 1591.4 Many regents were unhappy at the condemnation of Coolhaes, at 
the National Synod of Middelburg. But Coornhert’s magisterial plea for 
toleration, the Synod of Freedom of Conscience (1582), proved equally 
unappealing. 

Thus, ‘libertine’ regents, like their Calvinist colleagues, and: like the 
famous: Westphalian Calvinist political thinker, Johannes Althusius, in 
his Politics (1603), approved of ‘freedom of conscience’ while rejecting 
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freedom of practice, for Catholics, dissenters, and Jews. They were also 
eager to regulate doctrinal disputes within the public Church. After his first 
clash with Calvinist orthodoxy, in 1591, Jacobus Arminius, then a preacher 
at Amsterdam, was called. before the burgomasters: Several: of the most 
liberal regents in Amsterdam, including Cornelis Pietersz. Hooft and Laur- 
ens Reael, were among those who pondered his dispute with the Flemish 
immigrant preacher Petrus Plancius. They-disliked Plancius’ zealotry, but 
feared the unsettling reverberations of the quarrel even more. The burgo- 
masters wanted such theological: differences ‘consigned ‘to oblivion’ .and 
Arminius and Plancius to ‘foster fraternal harmony’, and prevent their 
argument spreading among their congregations.* 

Even the most liberal regents felt disquiet at the progress:of Lutheranism. 
The regents did not wish to prevent Lutheran immigrants, whether from 
Antwerp or Germany, settling in their towns. But they dreaded the bitter 
wrangling which had divided Reformed and Lutherans at Antwerp before 
1585, weakening the city’s resistance to Catholicism, and. Spain, and for 
years remained reluctant: to allow the ‘Martinists’, as ‘they were called, to 
organize. At Amsterdam, in 1587, and Utrecht, in 1589, the Lutherans 
petitioned the regents ‘to ‘have.a church and libertie to preach ‘that 
doctrine’.© The regents responded with a campaign of harassment and 
pressure, blocking the public practice of. the Lutheran faith and allowing 
only clandestine meetings, in small groups, in private homes.*’ 

The anti-Lutheran campaign in the Dutch. towns over the ‘next two 
decades was a general phenomenon rooted (like the only slightly less hostile 
attitude towards the Mennonites) in the still non-confessionalized state of 
much of the population and fear of the gains alternative faiths could make 
if the official grip were relaxed: Lutheranism loomed larger in the Dutch 
consciousness at the close of the sixteenth century than is often realized. 
Lutheran refugees from Antwerp had established communities in several 
north Netherlands towns. There was a substantial refugee ‘Dutch’ Lutheran 
community in Hamburg.” Lutheranism, it was recalled, had figured promi- 
nently in the Protestant agitation in Overijssel and Gelderland in 1566.” At 
the same time, Lutheran-Calvinist antagonism was intensifying in Germany. 
and drawing closer. The city of Hamburg. was rigidly intolerant towards 
Calvinists in the 1570s and 1580s. In 1591, the last Reformed count of East 
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Friesland died and was succeeded by the zealously. Lutheran Count Edzard 
II.:An acrimonious Reformed—Lutheran struggle erupted in East Friesland, 
and especially in Emden, which inevitably spilled over to heighten. Re- 
formed—Lutheran antagonism at Amsterdam, Groningen, Middelburg, and 
Utrecht.* 

Lutheranism was perceived to be, and perhaps was, a threat to the 
stability of the new order. During the 1590s the. Amsterdam city council 
continually persecuted the city’s Lutherans and, in -1595, imposed an 
outright ban on Lutheran worship, threatening Lutherans with expulsion if 
they persisted with their conventicles. Interrupted briefly by the intercession 
of German Lutheran princes, in 1597, the pressure soon resumed—just as 
Hamburg was beginning to.relax its attitude towards Reformed worship— 
and was stepped up during the 1602 plague outbreak when Plancius made 
it his business to incite hostility to Lutherans. Only after 1602 did Amster- 
dam. change course, following Hamburg in accepting Reformed—Lutheran 
coexistence. From. that point on. the Latheran community in Amsterdam 
grew steadily from seventy-six, in 1600, to 248 by 1617.5’ But owing to being 
stunted, and kept small, through official pressure, down to 1600, the 
community lost its original Dutch-speaking character and became increas- 
ingly an ‘outsiders’ congregation of German-speaking immigrants. 

At Utrecht, the Lutheran plea for toleration, of 1589, met with the same 
reaction as at Amsterdam..At Middelburg, Lutherans were treated even 
more intolerantly than at Amsterdam and Utrecht.” In 1589, Lutheran 
practice in Middelburg was forbidden; the community survived but re- 
mained very small. Even in Haarlem and Leiden, cities which (until 1618) 
were somewhat more liberal than Amsterdam.and where they became firmly 
established, Lutherans were kept under pressure, to restrict their growth. In 
1596, the Lutheran preacher was expelled from Leiden and a new preacher 
was allowed only from 1606. The Lutheran communities established, in the 
1580s, at Rotterdam, The Hague, Dordrecht, Gouda, Zwolle, and Kampen 
all stagnated or grew only very ‘slowly. The one: place in the United 
Provinces where Lutheranism was officially tolerated was Woerden. The 
States of Holland grudgingly conceded, in 1603, that Lutheran services at 
Woerden could continue but only as long as Lutherans eschewed all dispute 
with the Reformed, held their. services at different times, and remained 
inconspicuous, threatening to withdraw their privilege if they were not 
discreet. 
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After 1605, when the: first Lutheran synod was held at Amsterdam, 
attended by representatives from Middelburg, Utrecht, and several Holland 
towns, the pressure eased. In 1613, the pro-Arminian vroedschap of Leiden 
even allowed the Lutherans to build a ‘public’ church.*? At Haarlem the city 
council (having forbidden Lutheran worship, in 1596) allowed the Luther- 
ans to open.a ‘public’ church, in 1615. But this was only in.the Remonstrant 
towns plus Amsterdam. Elsewhere, even in some Holland towns, Lutheran- 
ism continued to be suppressed. In Dordrecht, the Lutherans were meeting 
regularly, -in private homes, by 1613; but their petition for a ‘public’ church, 
in 1620, was. rejected. When the Enkhuizen Lutherans built a: church 
without permission in 1623, the vroedschap closed it down. The city of 
Utrecht was in Remonstrant hands, until 1618, but it was not until the 16208 
that the Lutherans there could organize as a Church. 

Anabaptists too encountered official intolerance, particularly during the 
first four decades of the Republic’s existence. Especially abrasive was. the 
anti-Mennonite campaign which followed an acrimonious public dispute 
between the Mennonite preacher Pieter van Ceulen and the Calvinist 
Johannes Acronius, in. 1596. In May 1598, the States of Friesland issued.a 
placard forbidding the public exercise of Anabaptist worship throughout 
their province. The city of Groningen followed suit in 1601..A series of 
fiercely anti-Mennonite placards appeared at Leeuwarden, Sneek, Gron- 
ingen, and neighbouring towns in the years 1599-1601.% At Amsterdam, the 
vroedschap split in 1597, over how to react to the large crowds attending the 
sermons of the ‘Young Frisian’ Mennonite preacher Lubbert Gerrits. As 
part of a strategy to secure suppression of Mennonite worship in the city, 
the Reformed consistory challenged Gerrits to a public disputation, to 
clarify his theology, supposedly in the interests of ‘truth and tranquillity’.°% 
The aim was to cause an uproar and compel the city government to take 
drastic action. 

The Jews were in a not dissimilar position to other dissenters. A small 
Portuguese Jewish community took root, at Amsterdam, in the late 1590s 
and tiny groups of German Jews had begun to settle, as early as the 1570s, 
in a few parts of the Ommelands. But nowhere was Jewish worship officially 
acknowledged, or permitted. In 1604, a group of Portuguese Jews from 
Amsterdam, who had been living as Jews, some years before, in Venice:and 
Salonika, applied to the Haarlem city:council, then more liberal than that 
of Amsterdam, for permission to establish a ‘public’ synagogue. This: was 
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granted but the project failed, in part owing to Reformed opposition.** In 
1610, the Portuguese Jews tried again, in Rotterdam. Again permission was 
secured and a congregation formed. But, after a few years, the Rotterdam 
vroedschap changed..its mind and: the group of seven families living there 
returned to Amsterdam. In 1612, the Portuguese Jews in Amsterdam, with 
the support of some members of the vroedschap, tried to build a synagogue 
but (to the relief of Spanish ministers, in Brussels) the Reformed consistory 
made such a fuss that the vroedschap felt. obliged to suppress it. 


THE CATHOLIC REVIVAL 


The success of the Catholic revival, and confessionalization programme, 
varied greatly from locality to locality. Catholic allegiance in the Republic 
(excluding the Generality Lands) during the seventeenth. and eighteenth 
centuries was strikingly uneven, reflecting the decisive part played by local 
political circumstances in shaping the confessionalization process during the 
crucially formative first. half-century after the Revolt, when the population 
was being gradually coaxed and catechized out of its initial state of spiritual 
bewilderment. Towns which later boasted large Catholic minorities, such as 
Utrecht, Haarlem, Hoorn, Alkmaar; Amersfoort, and (at a later stage) 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam, were those where political conditions permitted 
a substantial number of Catholic priests to live, and work, unhindered. By 
contrast, Catholicism remained weak where it proved difficult for priests to 
reside and tend their flock.. 

Initially, Vosmeer based his efforts as Vicar-General (1583-1614)-at Delft 
and Utrecht.*’ Later, after the States of Holland, aware of his contacts with 
Brussels, ordered his arrest for treason, in-1602, he transferred his headquar- 
ters to Cologne. Over the next years, Utrecht and Haarlem emerged as the 
chief centres of reviving Dutch Catholicism, with seven of the roughly 
seventy priests active in the Dutch Catholic Mission in 1609 residing in 
Haarlem. Vosmeer’s successor Philip Rovenius (1574-1651) worked origin- 
ally from Oldenzaal, then in Spanish hands. His first attempt to establish 
himself inside the Republic, at Utrecht, in 1621, failed and he returned to 
Oldenzaal. Only under the milder religious climate during the stadholderate 
of Frederik Hendrik (1625-47)—who conceded him a safe pass, in 1627— 
was the Vicar-General finally able to create a permanent base for Dutch 
Catholicism, at Utrecht. There, he lived in the home of a Catholic noble 
lady, Hendrika van Duivenvoorde. 


* Seeligmann, ‘Het Marranen-probleem’, 112. 
5? Rogier, Gesch. van het katholicisme, ii. 71. 
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The Truce years were a crucial phase in the consolidation of the: Missio 
Hollandica, facilitating. as they did travel and circulation: between the 
Republic and neighbouring lands. Vosmeer founded the first college for 
training future priests of the Holland: Mission, that of SS Willibrord and 
Boniface, at. Cologne, in 1613. But, in 1617, Rovenius formed a second 
college at Leuven which subsequently developed into the main centre. 
Trainees were encouraged to emphasize the central. role of St Willibrord in 
the original conversion of the north Netherlands to Christianity as a:‘way of 
reminding those whom they sought to convert, or whose Catholic faith 
needed bolstering, that Catholicism was the original Christian faith of their 
country and had for many centuries been the faith of their ancestors.* 

Rovenius, the real organizer of the revived Dutch Catholic Church, 
selected Utrecht as his seat for its centrality and the large number of 
ex-regents and nobles in, and around, the city who supported the old faith; 
and also because it was historically the ecclesiastical centre of the north 
Netherlands. The unusual concentration of wealthy Catholic laity meant 
that many priests could be accommodated in the city and nearby. Between 
1609 and the 1630s, Dutch Catholicism,.in the north as a whole, experienced 
its most decisive phase of growth, the number of priests in the. Missio 
Hollandica rising from seventy, in-the opening years: of the century, to 482 
by 1638, a ceiling at which it then remained for several decades before 
declining slightly in the late seventeenth century and throughout the 
eighteenth.” In 1775, there were 420 priests in the Missio. However, not all 
the priests in the Missio (which excluded States Brabant and States Flan- 
ders) were on Dutch soil, since a substantial proportion worked in Cleves- 
Mark—where the public practice of Catholicism was tolerated—Lingen, 
and other nearby German districts which were part of the Missio. Moreover, 
the distribution of those who were on Dutch soil. was, and: remained, 
extremely uneven. Particularly striking was the concentration on Utrecht. 
As early as 1616 there were forty priests residing in the-city, over a quarter 
of the total in the United Provinces.© Of 184 priests with fixed residence in 
Dutch towns in 1629, a quarter, forty-six, still resided in Utrecht (see. Table 
20). Several towns had merely one or no resident priest at all. 

In principle, all seven provinces adhered to the same church policy. The 
Dutch Reformed Church was the recognized public Church, protected and 
favoured by the secular authorities, and Catholicism was banned. All alike 
forbade Catholic worship. But,:in practice, the placards were enforced with 

* Spiertz, ‘Priest and Layman’, 291-3. 


* Tbid. 291. 
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Confessionalization 379 


divergent degrees of strictness and in different ways. The Catholic popula- 
tion in nearly the whole territory of the Seven Provinces—as distinct from 
the Generality Lands—was a relatively small minority. The only towns on 
the territory of the Republic where Catholics were, or became, the majority 
were those which came back under Spanish control, for at least part of the 
crucial early phase of confessionalization, before. 1621, and to which 
Catholic missionaries, based in the Spanish Netherlands, or the prince- 
bishopric of Miinster, had access. Thus, the main towns of States Brabant— 
Breda, Grave, and (after 1629), ’s-Hertogenbosch—were solidly Catholic in 
sentiment, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and Catholicism was 
strong in Twenthe and the easternmost fringes of Gelderland, and south of 
Nijmegen. Nevertheless, except for part of Twenthe, and with the partial 
exception of rural Utrecht (where there were an exceptional number of 
predominantly Catholic villages),°' nowhere was there a largely Catholic 
region within the borders of the Seven Provinces themselves. The Generality 
Lands, of course, were quite another matter. 


TABLE 20. Catholic priests residing in Dutch cities in 1629 


Town Priests Town Priests Town Priests 

Utrecht 46 Rotterdam 7 Groningen 4 
Amsterdam 30 Alkmaar 7 Dordrecht 3 
Haarlem 20 Amersfoort 6 Zwolle 2 
Leiden 8 The Hague § Arnhem 2 

Hoorn 8 Delft 5 Zutphen 2 


Source: Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, i. 209 and xiii. 244, 254-5. 


Moreover, while there were districts of Holland and Utrecht where large 
Catholic minorities were to be found, there were also areas of the Republic 
all but denuded of Catholics. Hardly any priests were able to establish 
themselves in Zeeland, and the South Holland islands, at the close of the 
sixteenth century or first half of the seventeenth, and here the Catholic 
population dwindled to minute proportions. Middelburg, a sizeable city, 
with over 30,000 inhabitants, in 1622, was reported, by the Catholic 
leadership, in 1616 to have a Catholic community of about 150, or less than 
half of one per cent (see Table 22). Flushing, Veere, Zierikzee, and Tholen 
were all almost devoid of Catholics. It was reported to Rome, from Utrecht, 
in 1635 that no Catholic priest was then resident in Flushing or Veere ‘quia 


Abels and Van Booma, ‘Tussen Rooms-katholiek en Utrechts-gereformeerd’, 200, 224-5. 


380 The Early Golden Age, 1588-1647 


paucissimi ibi Catholici’. Only Goes and its environs, a locality more 
accessible than most of Zeeland to Catholic missionaries from Brabant, had 
a slightly more substantial Catholic minority. 


TABLE 21. Catholic population of the cities of Holland and Utrecht, 


1616-1656 . 

Estimated total Estimated Catholic population 

population in 1622 1616 1622 1635-1656 
Amsterdam —_10§,000 — — 14,000 30,000 
Leiden 45,000 — — 3,000 6,000 
Haarlem 39,500 — 4,800 6,000 6,800 
Utrecht 25,000 — 4,000 9,000 10,000 
Delft 23,000 — 1,000 4,000 5,500 
Enkhuizen 21,000 — §00 _—iI,300 800 
Rotterdam 20,000 400 1,000 3,000 6,500 
Gouda 14,500 2,000 3,000 3,000 6,000 
Dordrecht 18,000 600 600 1,200 — 


Sources. Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xvii. 459-68; xviii. §-16, 31-2; and xx. 372-7; 
De Kok, Nederland op de breuklijn, 145-6, 194-5; Spaans, Haarlem, 299. 


The regents of Holland and Utrecht, by and large, were more tolerant 
than those in other provinces and the tendency in the large Holland towns, 
and Utrecht and Amersfoort, was for a steady increase in the Catholic 
population.” But there were also Holland towns, mostly smaller towns, such 
as Oudewater, Schoonhoven, Edam, and Brill, but also Enkhuizen, where 
intolerant policies, before, and after, 1618, created an opposite tendency, 
with the Catholic population shrinking. On the whole, it was this tendency 
to stagnate (or diminish) which was more typical outside Holland and 
Utrecht. 

The crucial factor in determining Catholic prospects was whether or not 
priests could reside in a locality, or had ready access to it. Where this was 
difficult, or impossible, it invariably happened that Catholic support not 
only failed to hold up but rapidly ebbed away. Despite the fact that 
Groningen, for example, had been the chief bastion of the royal cause and 
Catholic allegiance in the north, and a haven for refugee clergy fleeing from 
all over the northern provinces, until 1594, Catholicism in the town slumped 
under the harshly intolerant policy of the new raad, which strove to prevent 

® Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xviii. 16. 


®} Van Deursen, Het kopergeld, iv. 74. 
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Catholic gatherings, as they did those of the Mennonites and Lutherans. The 
1601 placard banning Anabaptist worship also stipulated imprisonment and 
banishment for Catholic priests and fines for laity participating in Catholic 
services, During the early seventeenth century, priests in Groningen were 
constantly harassed and, as late as 1629, only four were stationed in the 
city.5 Even much later, the raad would not tolerate more than a handful of 
priests within their walls. Consequently, in contrast to Utrecht and the main 
Holland towns, in Groningen the Catholic population rapidly dwindled. 


TABLE 22. Catholic population of cities outside Holland and Utrecht, 


1616-1656 . 
Estimated total Estimated Catholic population 
. population in 1622 1616 1622 1635/8 1656 
Middelburg 35,000 150° 150 300 300 
Groningen 25,000 — 8,000 4,000 2,000 
Deventer 7,000 — 400 _—‘I,200 600 
Kampen 7,000 — 800 400 500 
Amhem 400 800 — 
Zutphen 6,000 — 200 800 400 
Harderwijk — — — 1,200 680 
Steenwijk — — — 200 — 


Sources: Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xi. 375, 204-1; xviii. 11; and xx. 377; Spiertz, 
“Kerkeraad van Zutphen’, 190. 


Undoubtedly, there were cities such as Utrecht and Amersfoort where 
there. were large Catholic minorities during the early and mid-seventeenth 
century, amounting to as much as a third or more of the population. But 
this was decidedly untypical. In most towns and cities the Catholic popula- 
tion amounted to less than 10 per cent and even a Catholic community 
constituting as much as 15 per cent, such as that of Haarlem, around 1620, 
has to be considered unusually large.* Haarlem was exceptional not only in 
that it had been back under Spanish rule in the years 1573-7, years of a 
determined Catholic restoration in the city, but in having, like Utrecht and 
Amsterdam, a substantial body of prominent citizens, formerly regents, who 
had chosen to remain within the old faith.” 

One of the most important factors in determining the outcome of 
confessional rivalry in early seventeenth century, as Rovenius noted, was the 


5 Pathuis, ‘Handschrift’, 2-4. 
* Spaans, Haarlem, 89. 
© Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, i. 221. 
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impact of the theologico-political rift increasingly dividing the city govern- 
ments by 1609. Those towns noted for ‘libertine’ tendencies in the late 
sixteenth century allowed Catholic priests to reside, and. propagate. their 
faith, without much hindrance, and these were also. the towns which, after 
1609, espoused Arminianism in the escalating struggle within State and 
Church. Taking the Arminian side meant leaning towards tolerationist 
policies. Thus, Utrecht (since 1588), Leiden, Haarlem, Rotterdam, Hoorn, 
Alkmaar, and Gouda, the classic ‘libertine’ towns of the late sixteenth 
century, became the champions of Remonstrantism after 1609,” and were 
noticeably more tolerant towards Catholics, and other religious minorities, 
than their rivals. Consequently, these were the towns with substantial 
groups of Catholic priests and the places where Catholic numbers increased 
steadily. The Catholic population of Gouda, one of the most resolutely 
Remonstrant towns, grew from only 500, well under 10 per cent, in the 
1580s, to about 3,000, some 20 per cent of the city, by 1622.” 

By contrast, towns ruled by those whom the Catholic leadership called 
‘Gomarists’, that is, city councils opposed to Oldenbarnevelt and the 
Arminians, were less hospitable to priests, disrupted Catholic activity, and 
had much smaller Catholic populations. In Holland, these included Dor- 
drecht, Enkhuizen, Edam, and also (until 1622) Amsterdam.”'. Amsterdam 
was, to some extent, an exception, being such a large city and possessing a 
substantial Catholic minority. As a Catholic report of 1617 expressed it, 
‘although the Catholics of Amsterdam do not enjoy so much freedom [as 
those of Haarlem] there are many of them’.” Nevertheless, in proportional 
terms, there were substantially fewer Catholics in Amsterdam during the 
first quarter of the seventeenth century, whilst the city was under ‘Gomarist’ 
control, than there were at Haarlem, Leiden, Alkmaar, or Gouda.. It was 
only after the downfall of the Counter-Remonstrant regime at Amsterdam 
that the city’s Catholic population rose to 10 per cent, and not until the 
middle of the century that it reached 15 per cent.” Dordrecht was a 
staunchly ‘Gomarist’ town and had a tiny Catholic population, estimated 
by the Catholic leadership, in 1617, at around 600, or some 4 per cent of 
the population.” 


® Ibid. xvii. 459: ‘Nonnihil juvat ad augmentum numeri et libertatem nonnullam Catholico- 
rum Calvinistarum inter se discordia’. 
© Ibid. xvii. 460; Groenveld, Evidente factién, 13-14. 
® Geselschap, Gouda, 297. 
” Dudok van Heel, ‘Amsterdamse schuil of huiskerken?’, 3. 
Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xvii. 467. 
3 See Table 21. 
™% Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xx. 364. 


 Confessionalization 383 


The.Catholic:minority, in the Holland ‘towns, was not so large as is often 
supposed. A Catholic population as. high as 15 per cent was the exception 
rather 'than the rule, in the early decades of the century. Yet; Catholic 
strength in Holland and Utrecht, in the countryside and towns alike, was 
much more substantial than in-most of the rest of the United Provinces.” 
Holland and Utrecht were the two. provinces were Remonstrantism was in 
the ascendant, in the years 1609-18, and where liberal policies towards 
Catholic missionizing prevailed, since the 1580s, and to these two provinces 
the Catholic.revival was largely confined. As far as the.Catholic—Protestant 
balance was concerned, Utrecht stood in sharp contrast to the other inland 
provinces. Only in the case of the: Nijmegen quarter do we find an area 
outside Holland and Utrecht, which did-not again, after 1591, revert to 
Spanish control,.where there was a strong Catholic revival. It is no accident 
that this: was-also the. only district: outside-of Holland and Utrecht which, 
until. 1618, was heavily Remonstrant.. 

‘It is true. that there ‘were: numerous. noblemen, and ex-regents, in the 
eastern provinces and Friesland, who remained Catholic. In Holland, nobles 
who remained Catholic, like the lords of Wassenaar, often allowed priests 
to lodge in their -residences. The lords of Rhoon, after 1621, kept a Jesuit 
permanently based. in their castle. Nobles .in. the other provinces: did the 
same. Catholic priests touring Friesland would stay in the residences of the 
Catholic branches of the Camminga,:Dekema, Herema, Siccama, Tadema, 
Aylva, Burmania, and Scheltema families.” But, in the inland provinces, as 
Rovenius stressed in reports to Rome; this asset was largely nullified by the 
stringent anti-Catholic policies of the provincial governments, dominated by 
colleges of Delegated ‘States, in which Catholic nobles had no influence and 
which were controlled by nobles-who were. uncompromisingly Reformed. 
Even though they were closer to territory. controlled ‘by Spain, or the 
prince-bishop of -Minster,' it was harder: for Catholic priests to live, and 
work, in the ‘eastern provinces (except. for the extreme eastern fringes) than 
in Holland or Utrecht. 

Persecution of Catholicism. was most.-intense, according to Catholic 
spokesmen, around 1620; in Friesland and Zeeland. ‘Status Frisiae satis est 
miserabilis’, lamented one report, of 1616.’? But Overijssel and Gelderland, 
from the Catholic point of view, were scarcely better and Groningen was 
arguably worse. The number of Catholic priests residing in Groningen, 
Overijssel (minus Twenthe), and Gelderland was probably less than the 


% De Kok, Nederland op de breuklijn, 181-93. 
%® Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xi. 199. 
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nineteen lodged at the time in Friesland. This is not to say that Protestant- 
ism-had put down strong roots in Friesland, and the inland provinces, in 
the late sixteenth century, and at the beginning of the seventeenth. On the 
contrary, the situation .was. no léss fluid than in Holland and Utrecht. A 
Jesuit report, of 1616, divides the populace of Friesland into four blocs: 
Reformed, Mennonite, Catholic, and politici (libertines), of which the last 
was by no means the smallest. The opportunity was there.‘ But Catholic 
missionaries. found it -difficult to.-work..because.of the hostility. of the 
provincial authorities;.especially the griermannen, in the countryside. There 
was some growth of Catholic population in the Frisian towns. There: were 
substantial Catholic minorities: at. Leeuwarden, Dokkum—a town. where 
Remonstrants as. well as Catholics were strong-—and Harlingen.” Overall, 
the Catholic population in Friesland grew, initially; to about 10.per cent of 
the province’s population in the 1640s, but: then began:a slow decline.” 

Catholic support lapsed even lower in.:the Salland and Vollenhove 
quarters of Overijssel and in Drenthe. A report. of 1638 states that in the 
countryside of Vollenhove there were practically no Catholics and that the 
only organized community in the quarter was in Steenwijk, where Catholics 
numbered around 200." Catholicism had more support in the three main 
towns of Overijssel but. Kampen, in 1618, acquired one of. the most 
intolerant Counter-Remonstrant regimes in: the United Provinces, so that, 
by 1635, there was no priest and the Catholic community had shrunk to 
only 400."' Deventer—Rovenius’ native town--was less severe than Kam- 
‘pen, after 1618, but, there too, Catholic support. was meagre. Of the main 
towns of Overijssel.only Zwolle had.a more substantial Catholic minority. 

In most of Gelderland—the Arnhem quarter, the larger part of the 
Zutphen quarter, and the Nijmegen quarter north of the Waal—the: situ- 
ation resembled that in the Salland and Vollenhove quarters of Overijssel, 
Drenthe, and Groningen: Catholicism showed little resilience amongst the 
population and Catholic congregations shrank to.tiny proportions. Catho- 
lics in the city of Zutphen around 1650 were estimated to number about 
400." Rovenius and. his colleagues were under.no illusions the sparseness of 
Catholic support in Gelderland :or as to: the: reason:. ‘priests are: rare,’ 
explained a report of: 1622, ‘owing. to the harshness. of the inhabitants and 
the severe persecution’:*? 

™ Ibid., xviii. 14. 

% Faber, Drie eeuwen Friesland, i. 80. 

8 Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xviii. Il. 

* Ibid. xviii. 11. 
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Until around 1630 both urban and rural authorities in the east feared 
Lutheran as well as Catholic practice, aware most ordinary folk were as yet 
unconfessionalized in any direction and. as apt to be drawn into: reviving 
Catholicism, .or' Lutheranism, as the Reformed :Church. When Maurits 
recaptured Zutphen from the Spaniards, in 1591, not only were all Catholic 
churches and property seized and the Reformed faith proclaimed the only 
permitted religion, Catholic priests were expelled from the area and the new, 
militantly Calvinist. raad closed all the schools in the city except for the Latin 
school and one large ‘Dutch’ school in order to prevent non-Reformed 
catechizing of children. The raad persisted in breaking up: Catholic 
conventicles, imprisoning and fining priests they caught until the 1640s.*5 

Just as in the Twenthe quarter of. Overijssel, however, an entirely different 
situation prevailed further east in the region known today as the Achterhoek 
of Gelderland, then the eastern part of the county of Zutphen. The fortress 
towns of this: frontier area—Grol, Borculo, Lichtenvoorde, and Brede- 
voort—-lay close to the prince-bishopric of Minster and enjoyed easier 
communications by road to the south and east, with Bocholt and. Minster, 
than with Arnhem and Zutphen to the west. Indeed, this area did not form 
part of the ‘Gelderland’ under the Holland Mission but remained, in the 
eyes of the Papacy, under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of Minster.*° Two 
factors proved decisive in imparting a totally different religious character to 
these border districts than was to be found further west: on the one hand, 
the strong Spanish presence.in both the Achterhoek and Twenthe down to 
the late 1620s and, on the other, the fact that the adjoining regions of 
Westphalia were a patchwork of political jurisdictions which were the scene 
of a triangular conflict of faiths: the Catholic, Calvinist, and Lutheran. 

, Not. only was there a patchwork of jurisdictions.on the German side but 
also on the Dutch side there were enclaves which had been partly, or 
entirely, outside the Habsburg Netherlands, the status of which, since the 
collapse of Spanish power, was disputed.*’ Charles V had acknowledged 
that the lordships of Grol and Lichtenvoorde, comprising a large slice of the 
Achterhoek, were part of the prince-bishopric—of Miinster and belonged to 
the Empire. The neighbouring lands of the counts of Limburg-Stirum, Van 
den Bergh, and Bronckhorst-Batenburg—enclaved between Gelderland and 
the prince-bishopric—though it was often unclear whether they possessed 
separate status within the Empire or not, certainly retained a large measure 
of juridical autonomy. | 

% GA Zutphen 1/108, res. raad, 27 Oct. 1591. 

*S GA Zutphen 1/9. res. raad, 26 June and 1/12 res. raad. 23 Feb. ea 
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These: regions were the arena: ofa: war of religions long: before. the 
outbreak of the Dutch Revolt in 1572. Protestantism had gained the upper 
hand.in the lands of the prince-bishop of Miinster, as in East Friesland and 
Osnabriick, as early as the 1530s among much of the urban population. 
Count Arnold II of Bentheim—a principality lodged between::Twenthe 
and the prince-bishopric (see Map 11)}—became a Lutheran in. 1533.-and 
both Bentheim and, further south, his territory of Steinfurt, enclaved within 
the prince-bishopric, formally adopted Lutheranism in 1544." At the same 
time, the leading nobles of Gelderland had been at the forefront of the 
Protestant upsurge in the 1560s, though tending to vacillate between 
Lutheranism and Calvinism. Count Joost van Bronckhorst-Borculo,: who 
held Borculo as a vassal of the prince-bishop, had converted to: Lutheranism 
in 1550 and, in Borculo and Lichtenvoorde, Lutheranism prevailed down to 
the 1580s. 

The 1580s were a major turning-point in religious history for the whole 
of north-west Germany as well as the Low Countries. On the one hand, the 
victory of the Catholic cause in the War of Cologne (1583-8) and the 
election of the new Wittelsbach Archbishop-Elector: of Cologne, Ernst of 
Bavaria, as prince-bishop of Miinster, in 1585, immensely strengthened the 
political and military position of Catholic princes and nobles throughout 
Westphalia and the north Rhine region. The simultaneous triumph of 
Parma in Flanders and Brabant and his success in recovering ‘Nijmegen, 
Zutphen, and Deventer, and linking up with Groningen, created a double 
impetus—in the Netherlands and Westphalia-—which marks the commence- 
ment of the Counter-Reformation throughout this part of Europe. The 
bannerheren of Gelderland, and many of the lesser princes of Westphalia, 
were now wedged between the Spaniards and the prince-bishop and lost'no 
time in discarding their Protestantism in favour of Catholicism: The counts 
of Limburg-Stirum, Van den Bergh, and Bronckhorst-Batenburg all: re- 
turned to the old Church at this time: Lords on the German side who defied 
the trend tended to discard Lutheranism for Calvinism since the Dutch 
rebels were now ‘their likeliest source of support. Thus, if 1588, Count 
Arnold IV of Bentheim and Steinfurt introduced the Reformed faith, along 
Dutch lines, into his lands. 

New dilemmas arose with the Dutch’ successes of the 1590s. The Van den 
Bergh (who possessed lands in north Brabant, and the Roermond quarter, 
as well as their territory around ’s-Heerenberg) stayed loyal to Spain 
until 1632, Count Hendrik van den Bergh becoming Spinola’s second-in- 
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command, and the most senior Netherlander, in the army of Flanders.” But, 
by choosing Spain, and Catholicism, the Van den Bergh lost their family 
seat, House Bergh, at ’s-Heerenberg, and their lands in the Zutphen quarter. 
By contrast, Count Joost van Limburg-Stirum (1560-1621), first Lutheran 
and then Catholic, in the 1580s, in:the 1590s declared himself neutral, in 
1604 entered the service of the States General, and eventually announced 
that he had-converted back to Lutheranism. The conversion of Limburg- 
Stirum to Lutheranism, for the second time, assumed major political 
importance, during the Twelve Years Truce, when he claimed possession of 
Borculo-Lichtenvoorde, which the Spaniards (first in the. 1580s, and again 
after Spinola’s offensive of 1605) had returned to the prince-bishop of 
Miinster (see Map 4) to bolster the Counter-Reformation in the area.. He 
submitted his claim to the States of Gelderland who, predictably, found that 
Borculo-Lichtenvoorde belonged not to Miinster but Gelderland.*' The 
States of Gelderland’s ruling in favour of Limburg-Stirum, ignored by 
Munster, Spain, and the Archdukes, was backed by Holland and the States 
General, and, in 1616, States General troops entered Borculo and Lichten- 
voorde and ejected the Munsterites. As a result, Calvinism also began to 
gain ground. But while Lutheranism waned, and Borculo itself eventually 
became predominantly Reformed, Grol, Lichtenvoorde, and other enclaves 
where the Counter-Reformation had, by this time, sunk deep roots, re- 
mained largely Catholic. In this way, the Achterhoek became a patchwork 
of confessional contrasts, from town to town, and village to village, with 
militantly Catholic enclaves surrounded by Reformed districts. 

If priests were severely hampered in most of Gelderland, ‘Overijssel, 
Drenthe, and Groningen, the position. was otherwise in States Brabant. 
When Maurits recaptured Grave, in 1603, he entered a town won back for 
Catholicism by the Counter-Reformation, under Spanish rule, in the 1580s 
and 1590s. Catholicism was banned, as in the rest of the Generality Lands, 
and there was no priest resident there, even unofficially, until 1633. But it 
proved impossible to prevent the town’s citizens attending mass, across the 
border of the nearby, independent, lordship of Ravenstein. Similarly, in the 
case of Breda, the town’s predominantly Catholic character was largely due 
to the Counter-Reformation, under Spanish rule, in the 1580s, and sub- 
sequent ease of access, after Maurits recaptured the town in 1590, to nearby 
villages in Spanish Brabant, where the Archdukes encouraged a strong 
missionary effort.” Until 1609, the States General’s soldiery tried to prevent 
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Breda citizens crossing the border to go‘to church but, during the Twelve 
Years Truce, could no longer do so. A priest-in the neighbouring Spanish 
Brabant village of Prinsenhage claimed, in ‘1615, to. have administered 
Easter communion to no fewer than 1,200 Breda Catholics. A major base 
for the Counter-Reformation in north Brabant was ‘the (until 1629) still 
Spanish stronghold of ’s-Hertogenbosch, where the Archdukes stationed not 
only one of their largest garrisons, but numerous clergy, investing heavily 
in a programme of reindoctrination and Catholic education. 

In the last two decades of the sixteenth century. and first two of the 
seventeenth, States Brabant became staunchly Catholic. It was not, how- 
ever, under the jurisdiction of the Holland Mission, but (in deference to the 
Spanish Crown) left by the Pope:in the ecclesiastical charge of the bishops 
of:’s-Hertogenbosch and Antwerp.” But, if States Brabant became solidly 
Catholic, this was not the case with the part of Flanders which remained in, 
or reverted to, States’ hands down to 1609. Most:of. this region: became 
predominantly Reformed. For while Spain temporarily regained Sluis, the 
area remained partly in States’ hands throughout and—even more import- 
ant-—geography rendered much of it inaccessible to missionaries operating 
from nearby Bruges and Ghent. Cadzant and the southern lip of the Scheldt 
estuary, north of the Passageule canal, lay effectively beyond the reach of 
the Counter-Reformation and remained much more closely linked economi- 
cally and culturally with Zeeland than Flanders.” Also hard to- reach: and 
predominantly Protestant in character, were the fortress towns-of Sluis and 
Aardenburg and their immediate environs. It was here that.many. of the 
Protestant refugees settled after being expelled from Ostend when the town 
fell to Spinola in 1604—in the case of Aardenburg including a group of 
Anabaptists. The bishop of Bruges reported to Rome, in 1628, that there 
-was little prospect of introducing Catholic services in and around Sluis.*% 
But while the villages north of the canal were uniformly Reformed, to the 
east of Sluis, Catholic priests did have access and here the villages were 
Catholicized. 

By the second quarter of the seventeenth century, the confessionalization 
process throughout the Low Countries and Westphalia had advanced 
sufficiently for confessional lines amongst both the urban and the rural 
populace to have stabilized.. This was doubtless the most important reason 
why confessional tensions .began to ease, particularly: in Holland, from 
around 1630. After 1650, even the most rigidly intolerant. towns, such as 
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Groningen, Kampen, and Zutphen, began to abandon the active harassment 
of Catholic missionaries, conventicles, and schools. It was now too late for 
the Counter-Reformation, or Lutheranism, to make more than a marginal 
impact. Consequently, Dutch civic and provincial authorities set aside their 
previous anxieties and became more relaxed in their attitude to dissenting 
Churches. It is a striking feature of Dutch Catholicism that, once fixed, by 
around 1630—precisely the same point at which the Catholic authorities 


TABLE 23. President Catholic parish priests in the provinces and 
quarters, 1629-1701 (rough estimates in parentheses) 


Number of priests 

1629 1701 
United Provinces 
Holland (100) 163 
Utrecht (50) 57 
Friesland 19 31 
Twenthe 25 15 
Gelderland (minus Borculo-Grol) (10) 17 
‘Overijssel (minus Twenthe) (10) 16 
Groningen 4 12 
Zeeland 4 5 
Drenthe oO fe) 
German borderlands under the Dutch Catholic Church 
Cleves, duchy of 20 22 
Lingen, county of . 20 14 


Sources. Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xiii. 254 and xix. 2-5. 


declared Protestantism in Antwerp moribund*®—confessional boundaries 
became rigid and subsequently displayed great durability. After 1630 there 
was little change in the religious map anywhere in the Low Countries. Thus, 
in 1629 practically three-quarters of all the priests of the Holland Mission— 
if we leave aside Twenthe, Cleves, and Lingen—resided in the provinces of 
Holland and Utrecht. Yet, if we compare the figures for distribution of 
Catholic priests in 1629 with those for 1701 (see Table 23) we see that 
concentration on Holland and Utrecht became still greater, with over 
three-quarters of the total number (again minus Twenthe, Cleves, and 
Lingen) residing in Holland and Utrecht. 


%® Thijs, Van Geuzenstad tot katholiek bolwerk, 53. 


390 The Early Golden Age, 1588-1647 
CONFESSIONALIZATION: AND THE STATE 


In the major towns of Holland and Utrecht, the Catholic population grew 
appreciably, from the end of the sixteenth century onwards. Most other 
confessional groups (the Anabaptists being the main exception) were also 
growing, including the Lutherans and Jews. But the confessional group 
which grew fastest, and the only one that grew steadily everywhere—in all 
the provinces, in town and country, in large town and small—was the 
Reformed Church. The reason is readily evident: the latter enjoyed the 
support of the secular authorities—Generality, provincial, civic, and rural. 
Catholics, Lutherans, Mennonites, and Jews (and the Remonstrants when 
they became'a separate Church, after 1619) lacked access to public funds 
and patronage, possessed no large buildings capable of accommodating 
sizeable gatherings of people, and had no means of reaching a large 
audience. They had to be low-key in their proselytizing, could maintain only 
small, inconspicuous schools, and print little other than prayer-books. They 
were not allowed to criticize the public Church or rebut its theology, while 
it was free to assail theirs. Having only a restricted number of clergy and 
being allowed to gather only in small groups, in private houses, inevitably 
restricted access to the population. It is remarkable that in Leiden, in 1641, 
there were some 3,500 Catholics, around 7 per cent of the population, which 
then amounted to about 50,000,” but while the city’s Reformed community 
was then five times as numerous, virtually the whole of the Reformed 
community congregated each Sunday in the city’s two large churches—St 
Peter’s and the Hooglandse—while the far smaller Catholic population were 
forced to meet in thirty different houses, taxing to the limit the available 
clergy.“ In Amsterdam in the late seventeenth century, Catholics wor- 
shipped in over eighty houses.” 

Church allegiance and confessional rivalry were inextricably entwined in 
early modern times with political life and statecraft. Religion was such a 
powerful force in society, culture, and education that it was literally 
impossible for any political or ideological grouping to remain aloof from 
the world of confessional strife. In a variety of ways, the Dutch political 
factions, in the Golden Age, were linked with confessional streams, and 
theological tendencies, and it was impossible that it should be otherwise 
whether in Dutch or any society of the time. 

Allegiance to the old Church certainly had political connotations and not 
only down to the end of the Eighty Years War, in 1648. The leaders of the 
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Dutch Catholic Church in the seventeenth century, and those who backed 
them, came from specifically Dutch noble and ex-regent circles, rather than 
the south Netherlands, or elsewhere. Sasbout Vosmeer’s mother was the 
daughter of a Delft burgomaster and Rovenius came from a similar 
background,-at Deventer. Their class had lost its power.and influence but 
not its wealth and aspirations. What they had lost they could recover only 
if the king of Spain overcame his rebels. In addition, their backing, and 
financial: support, derived from the Spanish Netherlands and Minster, 
enemies and rivals of the United Provinces. Consequently, in its attitudes 
and prayers the Dutch Catholic Church was, and had to be, opposed to the 
Republic and its-political leadership. Rovenius ordained priests of the Dutch 
Catholic Mission in the name of the king of Spain, and called the Dutch 
political regime ‘heretics, rebels, and unlawful authorities’.'” In principle, 
the Republic,-in Catholic eyes, lacked legitimacy. '” 

In ‘north Brabant,..and around the: eastern: fringes, there was also a 
tendency for Catholic nobles and patricians to liaise, and not infrequently 
conspire, with Spanish garrison commanders and leading royalist nobles 
with ties in the north, not least Count Hendrik van den Bergh, royal 
Stadholder of Spanish-occupied Gelderland and Twenthe between 1605 and 
the Dutch reconquest of these areas in the late 1620s.'” But the situation 
was different in the core. of the Republic. For wealthy Catholic ex-regents 
in Utrecht, Haarlem, Rotterdam, or Amsterdam, it made little sense to plot 
against the ‘rebel’ regime. They had much to lose; and it better served their 
own interests, and their Church’s, to forge a modus vivendi.'°? Both Vosmeer 
and Rovenius deliberately avoided inciting opposition to the regime. For 
their part, the regents rewarded such discretion by tempering their policy of 
suppression, turning a blind eye to the presence, and activity, of priests 
whose attitude they deemed acceptable. On one occasion two Delft burgo- 
masters, accompanied by armed schutters, breaking up a Catholic gathering, 
found that they had seized Vosmeer himself. The burgomasters merely 
glanced at each other and let him go.'™ 

More crucial to domestic Dutch politics was the tension between suppor- 
ters of the wider aspirations of the Reformed synods in society, politics, and 
culture and those Erastian, liberal, regents and nobles who wished to limit 
the influence of the public. Church. In Holland. and Utrecht two rival 
traditions emerged during the 1570s and 1580s and were sharply at odds 
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during the Leicester years. Regents and nobles championing the orthodox 
Calvinist wing of the Church advocated policies of intolerance towards 
Catholics, Anabaptists, Lutherans, and Jews, and also those within the 
public Church who were not orthodox Calvinists. They were also more 
willing than their opponents to allow the Church control over education and 
culture in general. ‘Libertine’ regents, by contrast, not only wished to 
restrain the power of the Church, and uphold more tolerant policies towards 
those outside, but also wanted it to be theologically flexible, accommodating 
different points of view within.‘ 

In this way ‘party-factions’ came into being, in Dutch civic and provincial 
life and politics, which, on the one hand, were built out of patronage 
networks, and family influence, giving them (in part) the characteristics of 
clientage systems, competing for influence and office, and, on the other, 
represented ideological and theological. streams, conflicting. attitudes to 
religion, education, culture, and life-style. This linkage of factional and 
clientage characteristics with political ideology, and theology, was to prove 
one of the enduring, fundamental features not only of the Golden Age but 
the entire history of the Republic. 

A typical feature of this interaction of faction and ideology was that every 
episode in the Dutch past was construed in conflicting terms by the rival 
blocs, thereby assuming ideological significance. An obvious example was 
the controversy about the nature of the Revolt against Spain: Thus, leading 
political figures of the past, such as William the Silent, or Leicester, long 
remained controversial, as did various theologians and scholars including 
Erasmus. Many influential men revered the memory of Erasmus and his 
fiexible, undogmatic view of:Christianity. But precisely this aspect of 
Erasmus was scorned by stringent Calvinists such as Plancius and Gomarus. 
In this way, Erasmus not only remained a vital force in Dutch culture but 
became a badge for one main grouping within the body politic and target 
for another. A wooden statue of Erasmus erected in Rotterdam, in 1549, at 
the time of Philip II’s visit to the city, was smashed and hurled into a canal, 
by the Spaniards, in 1572. It was subsequently replaced by a stone statue 
which was one of the first of a non-royal, non-mythological, and non-saintly 
figure ever erected in Europe. In 1616, when the influence of the Arminians 
(and Grotius) in the city was at its height, the vroedschap decided it was 
insufficiently grand, given its significance, and commissioned another from 
the Amsterdam architect-sculptor Hendrik de Keyser at a cost of several 
thousand guilders.’ But, by the time De Keyser’s copper statue of Erasmus 
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was ready, the Arminians had. been. overthrown and the Counter-Remon- 
strants, the strict Calvinist party, controlled the city. Not wishing to erect 
the statue in a public place, the new regents stored it away out of sight. After 
the pro-Arminian bloc recaptured Rotterdam in 1622, however, the new 
vroedschap brought it back out and set it up in the city’s main market-place, 
much to the disgruntlement of the Reformed consistory, which protested 
that Erasmus was an ‘adherent of the views of the Arminians’ and affront 
to orthodox Reformed.’” 

Most divisive of. all was the liberal Reformed theology of Jacobus 
Arminius (1560-1609). Soon after he was appointed to a chair in theology 
at Leiden, in 1603,.a deep rift opened up between’ him and his strict 
Calvinist, Flemish refugee colleague, Franciscus Gomarus (1563-1641). 
Even before this, Arminius’. appointment, urged at The Hague by Johannes 
Uyttenbogaert (1557-1644), a leading liberal Reformed preacher, and engin- 
eered by Oldenbarnevelt, had aroused disquiet in orthodox quarters. 
Though circumspect in lectures, in private Arminius confided his doubts 
about the Calvinist doctrine of predestination to his students. Initially, both 
Gomarus and Arminius endeavoured to confine their differences to their 
immediate circles. But the extreme sensitivity of Church, and public, to the 
issues involved brought.the feud out into the open. By 1605, the clash was 
generating acrimonious dispute not only among Leiden’s theology students 
but even the city’s Flemish textile workers.'"* 

Gomarus adhered to the orthodox Calvinist doctrine of ‘absolute predes- 
tination’ whereby faith is the ‘fruit’? of predestination and the individual 
immutably consigned beforehand to salvation, or damnation, the Last 
Judgement being envisaged as a timeless process rather than an event. 
Arminius modified this doctrine radically, defining Gra¢e in such a way that 
the individual retains choice in the matter of faith. At the heart of Arminius’ 
theology was his concern that the Almighty should not be conceived to be 
the author of human transgression nor freedom of the will of the individual 
entirely negated.'” 

Before long the clash between Arminius and Gomarus was generating a 
theological tension which not only pervaded the Reformed Church 
throughout the United Provinces—and neighbouring areas of Germany— 
but also invaded Dutch domestic politics. For by 1605, Oldenbarnevelt, 
Uyttenbogaert, and their allies had decided the best way of dealing with the 
disputes threatening the unity of the public:-Church was to revise the 
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confession and catechism so that its theological base would become more 
flexible and.accommodating. The idea was to calm tempers by convening a 
National Synod to resolve the issues-and adjust the confession of the faith: 

But most ministers of the Reformed’ Church, in Holland, as in the other 
provinces, opposed revising the confession and catechism; and the South 
Holland Synod demanded that ministers under its jurisdiction, and the theology 
professors, at Leiden, should subscribe to the. existing confession before the 
convening of a National Synod.'" In April 1606, the North and South Holland 
Synods refused to participate in a National Synod unless it was stipulated 
beforehand that the gathering would confirm: the existing confession and 
catechism. This produced deadlock.and an escalating conflict (see pp. 421-32 
below) which eventually led on to the great political crisis of 1617-18. 

‘The overthrow of Oldenbarnevelt in 1618 enabled the.Gomarists to force 
a conclusion to the controversies within the public Church, driving out their 
opponents. The Church thereby became more stable and internally cohesive. 
But the new regime failed to forge:a viable new ruling bloc, championing 
the Reformed Church, in the States of Holland (see pp. 480-2 below) so that 
although, for afew years, the anti-Catholicism. of the regime intensified, and 
policies of intolerance were in the ascendant, -before long more tolerant 
regent groupings again gained ‘the upper hand-in some Holland towns, 
causing the breakdown, at least.in Holland, of the post-1618 politico-theo- 
logical consensus. Consequently, some towns now became more. tolerant 
than others and the confessionalization process entered a wholly new phase. 
In effect, the Reformed Church had become more cohesive within but 
without-acquiring a tighter grip over the overall confessionalization process 
and at the cost of driving away large numbers who had formerly belonged 
to the public Church. Those estranged now moved confessionally in various 
directions. Some eventually joined the new Remonstrant Church. when it 
was able to emerge into the open, in the late 1620s. But in the meantime, 
whilst Remonstrantism was vigorously suppressed, many of those affected 
had turned elsewhere and were permanently lost to both the Calvinist 
orthodox and the: Remonstrants. : 

Many people living m towns which before 1618 had been dominated by 
Remonstrant preachers—such as Rotterdam, Gouda, The Hague, Alkmaar, 
and Hoorn-—permanently defected from the public Church after 1618, the 
dramatic jump in Catholic-allegiance at. Rotterdam, around 1620, .being 
expressly attributed by the Catholic leadership to the coming .over of 
large numbers of former Remonstrants.'"’ But some former Rotterdam 
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Remonstrants:went over to the Lutherans.'’* At The Hague: and Gouda, 
too, large numbers, reportedly, went over to the Catholics after 1618 and, 
to a lesser extent, the Lutherans. Lutheran preachers, eager to reap the 
harvest, emphasized the closeness of Arminius’ teaching on will and. Grace 
to that of Luther.''? The Lutheran minister at Haarlem was even found, in 
1624, to be distributing Arminian tracts as part of his drive to win converts. 
. Nor ‘was it only Catholics and Lutherans who gained a new flock from 
the expulsion and persecution of the Remonstrants. In the environs of 
Leiden, first.in the. village of \Warmond and: then, more permanently, at 
nearby Rijnsburg, formed a group of liberal Arminians who subsequently 
refused to enter the Remonstrant Church: when it was able to organize 
openly from the late 1620s, preferring to remain outside any formal church 
body and dispense both with clergy and any fixed confession of faith.''* This 
was the first congregation of ‘Rijnsburgers’ or,' as they became more 
generally known, '‘Collegiants’. Inthe 1630s, the movement spread to 
Rotterdam, where it. drew its membership from Mennonite as well as 
Remonstrant ranks. In- 1646, a third ‘college’ of Rijnsburgers was estab- 
lished..at- Amsterdam. Subsequently several members .of the regent class, 
notably the Pesser family and Adriaen Paets at Rotterdam, and Coenraad 
van Beuningen at Amsterdam, showed a strong sympathy for the move- 
ment. The free character of their services and extreme flexibility on confes- 
sional matters remained their hallmark: John Locke noted, in 1684, that 
between their prayers ‘anyone: that finds himself moved, has. the liberty to 
speak’, adding that ‘they admit to their communion all Christians and hold 
it'our duty to join in love and charity with those who differ in opinion’.’* 
Although ‘there’ were: only three ‘colleges’ in the middle decades of the 
century—at Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and Rijnsburg—and Collegiant num- 
bers were few, they came to exert an appreciable impact’on religious debate 
in the Republic, and attitudes to church matters, especially among the 
Remonstrants and Mennonites. 


ANABAPTISM AND THE CONFESSIONALIZATION PROCESS 


Most churches in the Republic, including the public Church, Catholics, 
Lutherans, and Jews, could look to securely established co-religionists in 
neighbouring lands ‘such as France, Germany, the south Netherlands, and 
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Switzerland for guidance, and help with confessional, organizational, and 
theological problems. For all except the public Church, this was a crucial 
factor, in the Dutch context, since they were dissenting Churches, lacking 
the support of the State, or any political-means of restraining and disciplin- 
ing dissidents within their ranks. The Anabaptists and, after 1618, also the 
Remonstrants also had sister communities, at any. rate in north-west 
Germany, where both groups were established in a number of places. But 
these German offshoots of Dutch Remonstrantism and Anabaptism were 
neither sufficiently numerous and stable, nor sufficiently authoritative, to 
instruct, or buttress, their brethren within the Republic. This was particu- 
larly a problem for Dutch Anabaptism, which was widely scattered and 
derived from a number of different roots and traditions. 

Theological and organizational cohesion, in the situation in which Dutch 
Anabaptists found themselves, was bound to be elusive and it is not 
surprising that they were more apt to fragment and, at the same time, even 
more preoccupied with congregational discipline than their ‘rivals. In reac- 
tion to the chaotic diversity of the 1530s, Anabaptism, under the leadership 
of Dirk Philips and Leenart Bouwens, in the 1540s and 1550s, strove for 
both doctrinal and organizational unity. Bouwens, who baptized over 
10,000 persons, between 1551 and 1582, throughout the north Netherlands 
and East Friesland, established many new congregations, displaying mar- 
kedly authoritarian tendencies and making frequent use of the ban to expel 
members who failed to live up to his exacting standards. But his very 
severity generated a reaction. A more liberal wing emerged, during the 
1550s, critical of Philips and Bouwens, which became known. as the 
“Waterlanders’, after the rural district to the north of Amsterdam.. The 
“Waterlanders’ stood for less total submission of the individual to the 
congregation and authority of the elders. A gathering of Mennonite leaders 
from all over the Low Countries and northern Germany,. Menno himself 
among them, at Harlingen, in 1557, attempted to heal the split.’ But 
Menno, now old and frail, failed and the rift between conservatives and 
Waterlanders widened. . 

The migration of Flemish and Antwerp Anabaptists to the north Nether- 
lands, and East Friesland, after the coming of Alva, aggravated old, and 
created new, tensions concerning doctrine, organization, and life-style. The 
names ‘Flemish’ and ‘Frisian’ which increasingly came into use.during. the 
last third of the sixteenth century, to distinguish different streams of 
conservative Anabaptism, although originally a reference to geographical 
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origin, soon became mainly an indication, not of provenance, but of which 
confessional bloc one belonged to, precisely as with the Waterlanders. Thus, 
Philips, though not a south Netherlander, became the leader of the 
‘Flemish’ Anabaptists, who split from the ‘Frisians’, under Bouwens, after 
another gathering at Harlingen, in 1566, each side placing the other under 
its ban.'"” 

. By the late 1580s, both ‘Flemish’ and the ‘Frisians’ had, in turn, each 
divided into warring hardline and moderate factions. There were, in fact, no 
fewer than six main confessional blocs within Dutch Anabaptism by the 
1590s: the Waterlanders, Old Frisians, Old Flemish, Young Frisians, Young 
Flemish, ‘and. so-called High Germans,'" and most -of these survived, in 
some form, through the seventeenth century, though the situation remained 
fluid and, at local level, different groups were continually arguing, splitting, 
and merging. The Republic’s greatest poet, Joost van den Vondel (1587- 
1679); born.at. Cologne, his parents Anabaptist refugees from Antwerp, 
belonged, during his early life, to the Waterlander community, at Amster- 
dam. Karel. van Mander (1548-1606), painter, poet, and author of a 
celebrated book about painters and painting, published in 1604, was a 
Flemish refugee who belonged to the Old Flemish community at Haarlem, 
a city where all the different groups were represented, and where in the early 
seventeenth century the Anabaptist groups together constituted the second 
largest Church block, after the Reformed, amounting in 1620 to some 14 
per cent of. the population."’? At Haarlem, the Anabaptists—like the 
Catholics—had an appreciably larger community than in most Holland 
towns. Salomon van: Ruysdael (1602-70), the landscape painter, belonged 
to the Haarlem Young Flemish, as, probably, did his brother, father of the 
greatest of all landscape painters, Jacob van Ruisdael (1629-82). Numerous 
other artists derived from a similar background. Govaert Flinck (1615-60), 
the most successful of Rembrandt’s pupils, in Amsterdam, was born into a 
Mennonite family, in Cleves. The Dordrecht painter Samuel van Hoog- 
straeten (1627-78), another pupil of Rembrandt, also a writer about art, was 
born, like Vondel, into a family of Anabaptist refugees from Antwerp. The 
ingenious townscape painter, and inventor, Jan van der Heyden (1637- 
1712), was the son of an Utrecht Old Fleming and brought up among the 
‘Flemish’ in Amsterdam. 

Striving for greater doctrinal stability, as well as discipline of life-style and 
submission to the community, all the groups sought, often in dialogue with 
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each other, to define and elaborate their respective confessional positions. 
Among the Waterlanders, the two leading theologians were Hans de Ries 
(1553-1638) and Lubbert Gerritsz. De Ries, originally from Antwerp, from 
1598 worked mostly in North Holland, especially at Amsterdam, Haarlem, 
and Alkmaar, until his death in 1638. Gerritsz, a linen weaver from 
Amersfoort, having left the Young Frisians for the Waterlanders, was the 
leading preacher of his community, at Amsterdam, from 1591 until his death 
in 1612. Together, De Ries and Gerritsz drew up the Waterlander Confes- 
sion of 1610, one of the most important of the Dutch Anabaptist confes- 
sions of the Golden Age. On defining the Trinity, it stood closer to the 
Young Frisians and High Germans than to the Flemish communities. The 
main difference between the Waterlanders and the rest remained their 
conception of the community, putting less emphasis on binding the individ- 
ual to the authority of the elders.'"° This became the main stumbling-block 
to a merger between what evolved into the two largest groupings among the 
Anabaptists. For during the first half of the seventeenth century, at 
Amsterdam and elsewhere, many of the Young Frisians joined the Water- 
landers while, in 1632, most Old Flemish reunited with the Young Flemish; 
subsequently the remaining Young Frisians merged with. the Wnited Flem- 
ish. Although there were still stubborn remnants of the other groups, by the 
1640s the great majority of the roughly 75,000 Anabaptists in the Dutch 
Republic—amounting to some § per cent of the population—belonged 
either to the new moderate-conservative block of United Flemish, Frisians, 
and High Germans, or to the Waterlanders. Ultra-orthodox splinter groups 
which refused dialogue and reconciliation remained-locally strong in-some 
places including Groningen, where the Old Flemish long remained entren- 
ched. 
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THE PRESSURE TO NEGOTIATE 


Ds spectacular economic success since 1590, the United Provinces, 
as Oldenbarnevelt explained in 1606 in a letter to the Dutch envoy in 
Paris, had, sincé 1598, experienced serious problems in meeting the escalat- 
ing cost of the war against Spain: ‘within the country matters are now 
proceeding with extreme difficulty, but we dare not raise taxation in the 
towns and villages any higher for fear of disturbances’.' Holland’s Advocate 
added that ‘more than half of the inhabitants in the towns and countryside 
are inclined towards peace and .. . should there be any further reverses, the 
rest will not remain firm, especially since the provinces have been stripped 
of all business, prosperity, and most of their navigation, by the [peace 
treaties] of France and England’. Here Oldenbarnevelt was referring to the 
increased impact of the Spanish embargoes on the Dutch economy, and 
diversion of traffic away from the Republic, since the revival of commerce 
between England and Spain following the treaty of 1604. 

Oldenbarnevelt, thus far, had proved an outstanding statesman but within 
a fixed framework of conflict with Spain which, ever since 1588, had kept 
the Republic in a static posture in its external statecraft. The Dutch state 
had persevered with an arduous and slow-moving war, while simultaneously 
prospering from the great expansion of Dutch trade and industry. Hitherto, 
this inflexible stance had served the Republic well. Seeing no advantage in 
negotiation, or compromise, only danger and loss of momentum, the States 
of Holland had neither needed, nor wished, to reassess their priorities or 
consider any fundamental change of direction. 

The rigidity, and fear of change, rooted in a prolonged situation of 
siege, should not be underestimated. It required a great pressure to shift 
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Oldenbarnevelt and the regents from their entrenched stance. But between 
1598 and 1606 a new general strategic situation arose which exerted such 
strain on the Republic that Oldenbarnevelt and the Holland Gecommitteerde 
Raden were obliged to reconsider their premisses. This sprang partly from 
the sharply escalating burden of military expenditure. Between 1597 and 
1606, the Dutch army had doubled in size and spending on fortifications 
had quintupled. Yet, where the 1590s were a time of triumphant military 
success, by 1605 the Republic was pinned to the defensive and inexorably 
losing ground. The situation was probably not untenable militarily, but 
arguably was unsustainable financially and psychologically. At the same 
time, a slackening had now set in in the Republic’s overseas commerce and 
shipping, the pillar on which the vitality, and strength, of the Republic 
rested. The initial consequences of the Spanish embargo of 1598, though 
serious, had been softened by the inclusion of the English, under an earlier 
ban. In 1604, however, Spain.and England made peace and, under the terms 
of the peace treaty, it was agreed that while English ships were now free to 
sail to Spain and Portugal, they must not, under any circumstances, carry 
for Dutch merchants. English ships sailing to Spanish or Portuguese ports 
must show papers certifying that their cargo was neither Dutch, nor 
Dutch-owned, and English vessels which failed to comply could, without 
further ado, be confiscated by the Spanish. authorities along with goods 
suspected of being Dutch.’ Thus the English Crown accepted that the Dutch 
should not be allowed to share, indirectly, in the strong revival.of English 
commerce with Spain and Portugal which now ensued and England’s 
restored access to the fine goods of southern. Europe, which threatened to 
undercut a large part of the Dutch ‘rich trades’ and, to some, seemed likely 
to bring Dutch world trade primacy to an early end. 

In September 1606, Oldenbarnevelt, addressing a secret committee of the 
States of Holland, held that, the Republic’s financial position was no longer 
tenable, He apparently urged that the Republic must now either place itself 
under the sovereign protection of Henri IV or else seek some accommoda- 
tion with Spain. Furthermore, at this very time Spain’s position also shifted. 
Earlier, the Archdukes had insisted that their sovereignty, and the king of 
Spain’s rights, over the north had to be acknowledged in some form before 
negotiations could be contemplated. But.late in 1606, Philip III and his chief 
minister, the duke of Lerma, after much deliberation, resolved to concede 
sovereignty, recognizing the ‘rebel’ provinces as an independent state, if the 
Dutch met their price in the Indies, and this the Archdukes were now told 
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to communicate to Oldenbarnevelt: Two main factors effected this change 
in the Spanish position: Firstly, Spain too was labouring under severe 
financial strain. But the key development was the Dutch breakthrough in 
the East Indies, in 1605, when the VOC conquered Amboina, Ternate, and 
Tidore. For Spanish ministers realized that they utterly lacked the means to 
prevent the Dutch sway in the Indies spreading. 

: What. Spain now proposed was to sell the Dutch their independence, in 
return for their agreeing to withdraw from the Indies. When first soundings 
met with a, favourable response, Philip directed the Archdukes to concede 
what he called el punto mas dificultoso (the most difficult point)-and offer the 
Dutch ‘rebels’ recognition of: their independence. These Dutch-Spanish 
contacts remained purely informal—though Maurits and Willem Lodewijk 
‘were brought into the discussions’°—until December 1606. In that month 
‘they were put on a formal basis with Spinola negotiating with Oldenbarne- 
velt on behalf of: Spain and the Archdukes, Oldenbarnevelt gave verbal 
assurances that, in: return for recognition, and a full peace,: the United 
Provinces would evacuate the Indies. Spinola communicated Albert and 
Isabella’s secret declaration. of 13 March 1607 that the ‘Archdukes holding 
nothing dearer than to see the Netherlands and their worthy inhabitants 
released from the miseries of this war, hereby declare that they are willing 
to- negotiate with the States General of the United Netherlands as, :and 
considering them as, free lands; provinces and States, over ‘which. their 
Highnesses make no claim whether in the context of a permanent peace, 
truce or armistice for twelve, fifteen. or twenty years’.° Finally, a cease-fire 
‘was signed in April 1607. On seeing the text Spinola had signed, however, 
‘Philip and Lerma (not to ‘mention Lerma’s:hawkish critics) were horrified 
to find no substantive—let alone equivalent—Dutch concession with which 
to balance Spanish acceptance of the independence of the rebel provinces. 
-Albert and Spinola explained that, in principle, Oldenbarnevelt had agreed 
‘to disband: the VOC, and abort the projected WIC, but had refused to 
stipulate as much in writing in a mere preliminary armistice before peace 
talks proper. Hence the accord had been signed without any apparent 
concession to Spain.’ Not surprisingly, it was greeted with amazement at the 
courts of Europe and widely deemed a humiliation for the Spanish crown. 

Spanish indignation. was then further aroused by the almost simultaneous 
news of the great sea battle won by a Dutch fleet, of twenty-six warships off 
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the southern Spanish coast. Since their first long-distance naval offensive, in 
1599, when a fleet carrying 8,000 men had been sent to the Azores and Sao 
Thomeé, the States General had dispatched several fleets, mostly to the coasts 
of Spain and Portugal, but thus far without any notable success. But, in 
1607, determined to offset in some measure the effect of Spinola’s: recent 
victories on land,® and perhaps also gain some prestige for the States of 
Holland, as distinct from the Stadholder, Oldenbarnevelt and his colleagues 
stepped up their naval offensive. Sailing right into the Bay of Gibraltar, the 
Dutch fleet, on 25 April 1607, virtually annihilated a Spanish force of almost 
as many ships carrying even more guns, destroying all ten of. its large 
galleons. The death in action of the Dutch admiral, Jacob van Heemskerck, 
in the midst of his victory, provided the States of Holland, when the fleet 
returned, with the opportunity to put on an impressive state funeral which 
was, at the same time,.a celebration.of Holland’s burgeoning might at sea.’ 
Indeed, the Van Heemskerck obsequies marked the commencement of a 
republican cult of fallen admirals which was later to develop into a familiar 
method of countering the military prestige of the Stadholders.'° Some 800 
regents and officials participated in the funeral procession, including the 
entire Amsterdam city council, and directors of the VOC, the coffin being 
carried by fourteen naval captains. To perpetuate the glory of Holland’s 
naval hero, the States commissioned a handsome marble tomb which .was 
prominently installed in the Old Church in Delft. 

The Spanish court’s frustration increased when formal talks resumed at 
The Hague, in February 1608, and it.emerged that Oldenbarnevelt’s. verbal 
undertakings counted for little. Having tested regent opinion, Oldenbarne- 
velt knew that it. was out-of: the question.to press for the dissolution of the 
VOC even for a full peace and de jure recognition of the United Provinces 
‘as a free state’.'' To do so was simply not feasible politically because many 
regents and élite merchants had invested heavily in the enterprise. Oldenbar- 
nevelt was ready, however, to abort the: plans (then before the States of 
Holland and Zeeland), to set up a parallel West India Company, and also 
to halt the further expansion of the VOC in the East Indies. Not surpris- 
ingly, this going back on what he had provisionally conceded destroyed 
prospects ofa full peace and almost wrecked those for:a truce. 

Spain and the Archdukes were hardly likely to yield full recognition for 
the limited quid pro quo now on offer. But even offering what. he did 
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involved considerable risks for Oldenbarnevelt at home. The Advocate’s 
relationship with Maurits, deteriorating since 1600; was now under severe 
strain, and so was his relationship with.both Zeeland and Amsterdam. 
During 1607, the Stadholder’s initial opposition to Oldenbarnevelt’s policy 
of accommodation with Spain had failed. He had tried to mobilize war 
feeling in the militantly Reformed provinces of Friesland and Groningen, 
with Willem Lodewijk’s help.’?.But these provinces only briefly sided with 
Zeeland in the States General, and by the autumn of 1607 had effectively 
ceased their opposition to Oldenbarnevelt’s policy.". Like Gelderland, 
Overijssel, and Utrecht, these provinces exhibited many signs of war-weari- 
ness and shrank from further increases in taxation.'* Maurits was compelled 
to moderate his tone for fear of being left too isolated. Amsterdam, in the 
vote on the cease-fire, in the States of Holland, in March 1607, found herself 
totally isolated in resisting Oldenbarnevelt.'> But Amsterdam was a formi- 
dable adversary. and remained implacably opposed to the Advocate’s 
policy;® moreover, in other Holland towns there was.considerable anxiety 
in some quarters. In particular, Delft prevaricated, worried about the East 
India trade, seeing, as an English observer put it, that the ‘freedom of 
commerce into Spayne [including Portugal] which is a consequent of this 
truce will in a short time divert all their merchants and mariners from that 
tedious and dangerous navigation’."’ In Zeeland too, the colonial interest 
was-a potent factor, though there the principal motive for opposing the 
truce was the fear that the hitherto flourishing wartime transit traffic to 
Flanders and Brabant along the Scheldt.and Zwin, the mainstay of the 
province’s prosperity, would evaporate the moment hostilities ceased and 
the Dutch blockade of the Flemish seaports was lifted. 

-During 1608, Oldenbarnevelt’s critics waged a vehement publicity cam- 
paign across the Republic, endeavouring to sway the people with arguments 
commercial, military, and religious, trying every conceivable ploy to dis- 
credit the proposed Truce. The directors of the VOC and private Guinea 
companies submitted petitions to the States of Holland and Zeeland 
warning that the newly gained long-distance trade would be jeopardized. 
The States of Zeeland, denouncing the Truce proposals as ‘ruineulx ende 
dangereulx’, issued a commemorative medal displaying the arms of Zeeland 
on one side, and the Trojan Horse being dragged into Troy on the other, 
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warning that-catastrophe would ensue should the States General be duped 
into accepting the Spanish offer.'*. Maurits,:in his open circulars :to the 
Holland town councils, in the autumn .of 1608, maintained that the 
proposed truce would undermine the Republic’s security and perhaps even 
lead to the restoration of Spanish tyranny.” Fhe main publicity: vehicle, 
however, were the printed pamphlets which poured from. tthe presses 
especially of Amsterdam and Middelburg. Several:of the most effective were 
written by Willem Usselinex; the leading champion. of the West India 
Company project (and-himself'a refugee from the south), who. argued: that 
the truce would severely damage the textile industries of Haarlem, ‘Leiden, 
and. Delft—by enabling those of Flanders to revive—as well as: undermine 
Dutch interests in the Indies.. 

But it was Oldenbarnevelt’s arguments which carried. most. weight amongst 
the Holland regents and it was they who decided. They needed httle 
convincing that Generality finances were insufficient for the war'to continue 
without major tax. increases and this they deemed inadvisable. A twelve-year 
truce, Oldenbarnevelt admitted, might not be as attractive as.a ‘full peace, 
with recognition, but it would extricate.the Republic from the financial 
impasse; release the Republic’s forces enabling the States General to inter- 
vene more effectively, in defence of Dutch. interests' elsewhere; than.was 
possible, whilst the war continued; and, of course, rescue Dutch commerce 
in Europe by lifting the Spanish embargoes thereby reviving Dutch naviga- 
‘tion to the Iberian peninsula and Mediterranean. Oldenbarnevelt held that 
gains accruing in European trade from the lifting of the embargoes, would 
outweigh the losses from halting the VOC’s expansion in the Indies.” 

Having failed to secure disbandment of the VOC, Spain offered a Twelve 
Years Truce, in return for Catholics in the Dutch provinces being granted 
open and public toleration of their faith.”* But, in the circumstances of 1608, 
this was just as impossible, politically; for Oldenbarnevelt to concede as 
dissolution of the VOC.” Again the negotiations verged on collapse. 
Finally, after much heart-searching, Philip and Lerma swallowed their pride 
and consented to truce terms which both foreign diplomats; and ‘much 
Spanish opinion, deemed prestigious for the ‘rebels’ but not for Spain. The 
only tangible Dutch concessions were the aborting of the planned West 
India Company and the halting of the VOC’s attacks on the Portuguese in 
Asia, though even this lasted only to 1613. The Truce was signed, amid 
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much pomp and ceremony, at Antwerp, on 9 April 1609. But it left a bitter 
taste among broad sections of the political élite in: both Spain and the 
United Provinces. As the Amsterdam city council complained, Spain’s 
acknowledgement of the United Provinces ‘as if’ they were a sovereign state, 
in.a truce agreement which, by its nature, was temporary, was virtually 
meaningless.” 


THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES 

OF THE TRUCE 
Oldenbarnevelt’s arguments were, in most respects, vindicated. Substantial 
gains accrued.to the Republic, the most. obvious of which, initially, was the 
enhancement of the Republic’s: international: status. Since. the 1590s the 
Republic .had been. one: of. Europe’s major powers yet ‘had lacked the 
trappings of great power status..Under the treaty of Nonsuch, the English 
Crown had not. formally recognized the sovereign independence of the 
United Provinces and, officially, the Republic continued to be regarded as 
a temporary phenomenon, an interim rebel state, lacking legitimacy, whose 
envoys should not be treated as:ambassadors.“ Furthermore, opposing 
Spain’s might:in the Netherlands had so tied up the Republic’s armed forces 
that (except for East Friesland) the rest. of Europe: had not yet directly 
encountered Dutch power. Also there ‘were doubts whether the Republic 
could ‘survive ‘without English and French help and subsidies. All this 
changed in 1609. Spain grudgingly.acknowledged the Republic, de facto, ‘as 
if it were a sovereign: state; the rest of Europe,:and the Muslim powers of 
the Near East and North Africa, saw the Truce asa full legitimization of 
the United Provinces. 

In 1609 France and England acknowledged the Dutch envoys, in their 
respective capitals, as full ambassadors.*5 Soon after, the United Provinces 
established diplomatic relations with Venice and, in December 1610, with 
Morocco.. Letters arrived from the Ottoman court inviting the States 
General to send out a resident ambassador to Constantinople, an offer acted 
on, the following year, when Cornelis Haga, the first Dutch ambassador to 
the Ottoman. Porte,- set out for his new posting.”°: The number of resident 
Dutch ambassadors remained very few (as was usual among the European 
powers at the time), but recognition also enabled the Republic :to. establish 
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a network of consulates which were of great value to a maritime power such 
as the Dutch. Republic. From this point on, resident Dutch consuls were 
able to send regular reports, assist Dutch merchants and skippers involved 
in legal or political difficulties, or business disputes, and act as diplomatic 
auxiliaries. Agents and consuls were posted in various cities in Germany and 
the Baltic and in Livorno (1612), Aleppo (1613), Cyprus (1613), Venice 
(1614), Genoa (1615), Algiers (1616), and Zante (1618).”’ 

In other ways too there was now a wider deployment of Dutch power and 
influence. The Dutch had commercial interests across the world and were, 
or soon became, involved in major economic disputes with England, 
Denmark, and other powers which; until 1609, the Dutch could not afford 
to displease but now felt free to stand up to with full vigour: The Dutch 
reacted to the Danish king’s interference with their shipping, and raising the 
Sound tolls, in 1611 by forging armed alliances with Sweden and the Hansa 
towns, threatening force unless Denmark gave way.” With the treaties 
signed in 1613-14, the States General: established a powerful Dutch in- 
fluence in the Baltic area, insisting that no state would -be. allowed to 
‘obstruct the trade or ‘shipping of the others, setting themselves up: as 
guarantors of freedom of the Sound and the estuaries. Similarly, when the 
English Crown, in 1614, adopted the Cockayne project, intending to prevent 
unfinished English cloth being exported for dyeing, and finishing, in the 
United* Provinces, the Amsterdam :city council, and States of Holland, 
reacted energetically, clapping a general:ban on the importing of finished 
cloth, and kersies, from England.” This Dutch retaliation caused a.severe 
slump in the English textile industry and eventually. forced James I to 
abandon the Cockayne project. 

Yet whilst vigorous in defending its economic interests, the Republic 
showed little inclination—whilst Oldenbarnevelt remained at the helm—to 
become the hub of a ‘Calvinist International’ or in any way pose as the 
protector of the Calvinists.of Germany or France: The Republic might well 
have become the political leader of the German Protestant. Union, centring 
on the Calvinist. Palatinate, an organization which looked to the United 
Provinces, in the years after 1609,-for support and guidance in combating 
the advance of the Counter-Reformation in the Empire. But Oldenbarne- 
velt and the regents ‘eschewed such a role. Nor. did they try to build a 
non-confessional, anti-Habsburg axis..Oldenbarnevelt studiously ignored 
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the efforts:of the Moroccan sultan in 1609-10, and of the Ottoman court, 
in 1614, to:draw the Republic into formal anti-Habsburg alliances. 

However, there was one trouble spot from which Oldenbarnevelt could 
not afford to disengage—the neighbouring lower Rhine duchies of Jiilich- 
Cleves, Berg, and Mark, where a succession crisis had begun in 1609 and 
there was bitter local strife between Catholics, Calvinists, and Lutherans. In 
1610, Oldenbarnevelt yielded to French pressure for joint intervention in 
Jiilich-Cleves because the Holland regents saw that leaving the duchies in 
the hands of the local Catholic and pro-Spanish party posed a direct threat 
to the security of the Republic. Cleves commanded the-crossing-points. on 
the lower Rhine at the point where the Republic, Spanish Netherlands, and 
Holy Roman Empire converged, and .at which it was easiest for the 
Spaniards to cross the rivers and penetrate into the Dutch interior. In fact, 
Jiilich-Cleves commanded the approach to the most vulnerable sector of the 
Dutch defensive ring, the invasion route by which Spinola had. threatened 
the IJssel line, sowing panic in the Republic, in 1605-6.*' The town of Jiilich, 
jointly captured by the. Dutch and French, in 1610, was garrisoned by the 
Dutch alone. A partition treaty. was negotiated whereby the claimant 
supported by Spain and the Lutherans, the duke of Neuburg, received Jiilich 
and Berg while his rival, the Elector of Brandenburg, supported by the 
Calvinists and Dutch, acquired Mark and the duchy most crucial to the 
Republic—Cleves. Meanwhile, Oldenbarnevelt’s main concern was to.avoid 
armed clashes with Spanish troops. Even in Jiilich-Cleves, it-was clearly his 
policy to: minimize Dutch-Spanish friction rather than exploit Calvinist 
fervour, and antipathy to the Habsburgs. 

When the fragile status quo in Jilich-Cleves collapsed, in 1614, and the 
rival claimants fell to blows, the ‘Spanish party’ expelling the Brandenbur- 
gers from Diisseldorf, Oldenbarnevelt, anxious.to minimize Dutch involve- 
ment, was dangerously late in intervening. The Spaniards, determined not 
to be caught out this time, moved first. Spinola, on orders from Madrid (but 
in the name of the Emperor), toppled the Calvinists in Aachen, in August 
1614,.and occupied the towns of Orsoy and Wesel. The seizure of the latter 
caused a sensation in the Republic (see PLATE 9).. The town, with its 6,000 
inhabitants, was the centre of Calvinism on the Lower Rhine and the 
strongest crossing-point on the Rhine just below the Dutch frontier. 
Oldenbarnevelt’s failure to defend Calvinism in Wesel (and Aachen) seemed 
inexplicable. There was widespread indignation. The setback was a serious 
blow to the prestige of the Republic and especially to Oldenbarnevelt and 
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his supporters.” Maurits belatedly appeared, with.an army, and occupied 
the towns-of Emmerich, Hamm, and Lippstadt. ‘A new partition treaty was 
drawn up, in November 1614, again assigning Jilich and Berg to Neuburg, 
and Cleves and Mark to the Elector, and providing for the Dutch. and 
Spanish garrisons to remain. indefinitely in the towns each side had occu- 
pied. 

Not ‘the least remarkable feature of the Jiilich-Cleves.crisis.of 1614 was 
the movement of Spanish and Dutch forces in close proximity without any 
armed clashes.3? Maurits and Spinola, evidently, were as anxious as Olden- 
barnevelt and Lerma to avoid incidents which might escalate.. It. is: a 
reflection also on the high level of discipline of the two armies. : 

Both Oldenbarnevelt and Lerma wanted to build on the Truce; hoping:to 
create conditions for a permanent Dutch-Spanish peace.* Philip III was still 
willing.to abandon his sovereign claims and recognize Dutch independence. 
‘What Spain wanted was Dutch withdrawal from the Indies: Madrid was 
coming, increasingly, to:view Dutch transoceanic commerce as the principal 
menace to both the Portuguese and Spanish colonial empires.*5 Since 1609, 
the Dutch salt trade with the Caribbean had ceased, with the return of the 
Dutch salt fleets to Portugal; and the Spaniards, in the Caribbean, and the 
Portuguese, in Amazonia, had eliminated some of the Dutch outposts in the 
New World. But the Dutch remained entrenched, particularly in the western 
part of the Guyanas, and continued a flourishing trade with Santo Dom- 
ingo, Cuba, and Puerto Rico. As for the East Indies, the truce there, 
effective initially, progressively broke down until, in 1614, the States 
General, blaming the renewed fighting: in the Moluccas on the Spanish 
Crown, declared the truce in the East Indies to be at an end. 

Lerma knew that: without a comprehensive. settlement. friction in. the 
Indies-would be bound, sooner or later, to degenerate into renewed full-scale 
war. In 1611, he established secret contact with Oldenbarnevelt, again 
-offering ‘perpetual peace’, and recognition of the United Provinces as a ‘free 
state’, in return for evacuation of the Indies.3° The English soon learnt of 
these talks from which. the Republic’s French and English allies were 
purposely excluded.*? The contacts managed by Spinola, and Lerma’s 
favourite, Rodrigo Calderon, were carried on through a Portuguese New 
Christian friar, Martin del Espiriti Santo; who was escorted to, and from, 
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Oldenbarnevelt’s lodgings, in The Hague, by an Amsterdam Jewish mer- 
chant, one of the leaders of the first Amsterdam synagogue, named Duarte 
Fernandes. At a later stage, another intermediary was the Dutch poet and 
playwright Dirk Rodenburg, a fluent Spanish speaker who in 1611-13 was 
in Spain as an unofficial Dutch representative.* He saw Lerma frequently 
and, in May 1611, was given an audience by Philip III. After returning to 
Amsterdam, in 1614, he became a central figure in the Amsterdam theatre 
world, a-personality much detested by the Counter-Remonstrants: This 
secret dialogue between Madrid and The Hague continued for some time 
but.:was probably doomed from the start. There were two issues of 
substance: would the Dutch evacuate the Indies and would they permit the 
exercise of the Catholic faith at home? On neither point was it possible for 
Oldenbamevelt to make tangible concessions. 

Dutch long-distance trade and the Zeeland transit traffic to the south 
Netherlands both suffered extensively from the Twelve Years Truce. By 
aborting the.plans for a West India Company, in 1607, Oldenbarnevelt also 
undermined the chances of the Dutch carving out an extensive empire in the 
New World, for prospects for a breakthrough were much better at that time 
than later, in the 1620s. Between 1607 and 1621, both Spaniards and 
Portuguese successfully extended their network of forts in the areas which 
the Dutch had penetrated-—the Caribbean, Venezuela, the Guyanas, and 
Amazonia—while the Dutch lost ground, especially in the ‘Caracas’ trade 
and the salt trade with Punta de Araya, and on the Amazon. In the East 
Indies, the VOC suffered some loss of momentum, as the Portuguese East 
India trade (temporarily) revived and Lisbon again, for the duration of the 
Truce, competed with Amsterdam as a distribution centre for pepper and 
spices.” On the Amsterdam Exchange the quoted price of VOC shares 
having climbed to 200 per cent of their original value, by 1608, fell back, in 
the wake of the Truce;.to 132 per cent and subsequently remained depressed 
‘until the 1620s.‘ 

These were significant setbacks. Yet, Oldenbarnevelt’s forecast that the 
gains would outweigh the losses was, as we have seen (p. 313 above), proved 
correct, at least for: Holland. The boost given to Dutch trade with southern 
Europe by the return of their ships and cargoes to Spain and Portugal, lower 
freight and insurance charges, and the rise of the Dutch Levant trade which 
followed, in turn reinforced Holland’s dominance of the Baltic and Russia 
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trades. The Truce years were one of the most flourishing of all the. phases 
for Dutch seaborne commerce in European waters from..Portugal: to 
Archangel and from Scotland to the Ottoman Near East. 


‘SOUTH’ CONFRONTS ‘NORTH’ 


The Twelve Years Truce proved a crucially formative stage in the recovery 
and reconstruction of the south Netherlands. It provided the-first real respite 
from struggle for nearly forty years. and a precious opportunity to rebuild 
the south’s blighted cities, economy; and culture. After 1609, the towns 
recovered rapidly. At the same time,. this. revival: which brought with. it 
far-reaching religious. and intellectual changes created a new ‘southern 
perception of the relationship between ‘south’ and ‘north’, based ‘ont the 
notion of a ruptured common ‘Fatherland’. of seventeen provinces. 

The dislocation of war ended—for the.time being—with the-armisti¢e of 
1607. With the advent of the Truce, in 1609, the army of .Flanders,' the 
largest in northern Europe, was reduced from some 60,000 to under ‘20,000 
men.“ This permitted some relaxation of fiscal pressure on the war-weary 
land while, at the same time, allowing, without adding new burdens, a steep 
increase in spending on ecclesiastical and.-secular building, patronage .of 
education and the arts, and the creation of new. courtly and- bureaucratic 
posts, in some cases diverting funds sent from Spain for the upkeep of 
fortifications and the army. Albert and Isabella aspired to win the approba- 
tion of the local nobility and civic élites, for both themselves':and -the 
Counter-Reformation, and assiduously courted local:opinion.*?: While 
‘Albert took care not to convene the southern ‘States General again,’ after 
1600, he went to some lengths to. foster good relations with the various 
provincial States. He consulted them, allowed them more. leverage over’the 
fiscal process, and permitted some airing of their constitutional pretensions. 
After Albert’s death, one Spanish grandee commented sarcastically: that. he 
had been such a ‘good prince’ that he had treated the populace of the-south 
Netherlands ‘more like children than subjects’.“ 

Even before 1609, there were numerous signs of a robust reconstructed 
political, religious, and cultural framework emerging in the south and a new 
stability of structures in the Low Countries as a-whole, as well'as more 
opportunity to consider the future relationship of the two’ parts of the 
Netherlands. Already in his Politicorum Libri Sex (1589), written in the 
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north; Lipsius had:appealed to the rulers of his day (especially rulers of the 
Netherlands) to pursue civil peace and restoration of order as their supreme 
aims.® But the attributes he believed essential to attaining these goals— 
monarchical authority. imperiously overriding conventional procedures, 
laws; and principles, and the enforcement of a purely outward religious 
uniformity—were totally at odds with the consultative, procedure-based rule 
by oligarchy then evolving in the north. Having placed his hopes first in 
Anjou, and then in Leicester, and twice been bitterly disillusioned, Lipsius 
came gradually to think in terms of the Spanish Habsburgs as the princely 
power ‘best placed to rise above the fray of ideologies, propaganda, and 
confessions, and establish a new.order of stability. and peace.” 

‘After his return to the south, in 1591, Lipsius concentrated, in his research 
and writing, on:a historical phenomenon, the strength and durability of the 
Roman‘empire, which deeply fascinated thoughtful men amid the seemingly 
endless..disruption of the- Revolt. His researches, culminating in his De 
Magnitudine Romana (1598), on the roots of Rome’s imperial greatness, 
identified that empire’s great.size and population, submerging of local 
differences, ‘transcending of its: republican past, and emphasis on military 
organization;-and. discipline, as the chief ingredients in its stupendous 
success. The experience .and methods of Imperial Rome seemed, in his eyes, 
the key to ending the terrifying conflicts:engulfing the Europe of his own 
day.*’? Ultimately, order must rest.on.imperial grandeur based on a military 
organization which no rebellion could challenge. 

Lipsius was the most influential: European philosopher of his age and, to 
an extraordinary degree, mirrored its fundamental. dilemmas, forging an 
intellectual framework which exerted an immense appeal throughout Cath- 
olic, monarchical Europe, and not least in the Spain of Lerma and 
Olivares,” while at the same time having a special relevance to the emerging 
new ‘cultural context in the south Netherlands. Lipsius came into contact 
with several leading Spanish figures, including Don: Balthasar de Zufiga, 
Olivares’s uncle, who was posted in Brussels for several years early in the 
new century.-He also called, discreetly at first but from +1605 publicly,. by 
means of an open letter; for peace between the Spanish Crown and. the 
‘rebels’ in the: Low Countries. But it was less his attempts to influence 
Spain’s policy. in the Netherlands, and end the strife between north and 
south,..than his moral and political Neostoic thought itself which helped 
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shape an emerging new south Netherlands identity linked to ‘Spain: and 
the cultural revival which gave the Spanish Netherlands its Silver Age 
(1609-59). In 1604, Lipsius restated his moral philosophy with his two late 
treatises on Stoicism which may be seen as a renewed appeal to all 
Netherlanders to reject the fatal lure of patriotic sentiment (the basis of 
pro-Revolt propaganda) and confessional zeal, cultivating instead a: moral 
outlook, based on avoidance of strife, and preservation: of order, which 
would lead of: itself to: acceptance of his princely, imperial concept: in 
political life. 

Lipsius was one of the first modern political writers to stress «the 
importance of population and. economic well-being for political power and 
stability and the.emergence of a new political, religious, and.cultural order 
in the south during his last years was indeed intimately linked: to the south’s 
demographic and economic revival. The rural population of Flanders and 
Brabant began to recover from the disruption of the 1570s and 1580s after 
1590. It has been estimated that the total population of Brabant, .having 
grown from about 370,000, in 1480, to 450,000 in 1565, was down to: only 
363,000 in 1615. But it was already rising rapidly by that date and 
outstripped the level of 1565 at some point probably well: before 1648. By 
1666, it is estimated to have reached 475,000, after which population growth 
in the south slackened until after 1750.5° Meanwhile, the recovery of 
agriculture proceeded rapidly. In Flanders land prices -had. fallen by well 
over half between 1572 and 1590, and farm rents become severely depressed. 
But both land prices and farm rents revived strongly:in the 1590s and had 
already recovered the level of:1565 by around 1605. Both the boom in land 
values, and the expansion of: agricultural activity generally, then continued, 
albeit more slowly, until about 1640. Next.came a quarter of a century of 
Static prices followed by a prolonged decline in land prices and farm rents 
throughout Flanders and Brabant in line with the more general agricultural 
depression which took hold in the 1660s: throughout the Low Countries and 
western Europe. 

But the economic recovery of the south was by no means. confined to 
population and agriculture.‘ Many of the. industries for which Flanders and 
Brabant, as well.as the Walloon country, were famous revived: above all the 
‘Flemish linen industry, which was to be the foremost industry of the south 
throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.’ Although the latter 
was in part a rural activity, it helped stimulate trade and urban growth as 
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well as rural population increase. The fall of Antwerp, in 1585, and closure 
of the Scheldt estuary to: maritime traffic, may have severely hampered the 
overseas commerce of the south and helped boost that of the north. It is 
true that after'1590, industrial activity in the north eclipsed that in the south 
for well over a century. But even so the south was reviving in both town 
and countryside and the'eclipse of Spanish Netherlands by the north by no 
means appeared irreversible—at any rate in the period. down to the 1620s. 
Ifthe United Provinces had suddenly achieved an overwhelming commercial 
and industrial supremacy over the south, it was obvious that this was 
primarily due to the prevailing political and strategic circumstances. Change 
those circumstances and: there seemed to be no reason why the economic 
superiority of the south should not be:restored. By reducing the ‘rebels’, or 
at least weakening them, reopening the Scheldt and assisting Spain to drive 
them ‘from the Indies ‘east and west’, the former glory and prosperity of the 
cities of the south could seemingly be regained. Not a few of the south’s 
economic advantages had survived the closure of the Scheldt and exodus of 
Protestants with their skills and capital to the north. Compared with 
England, France, and Germany, the south Netherlands was still a land with 
a highly: developed agriculture, exceptionally high crop yields,* and an 
industrious work-force inured to a wide range of industries and sophisti- 
cated techniques. The quality of Flemish manufactures remained impressive 
during the first half of the seventeenth century, signs of deterioration in the 
more specialized industries, such as tapestries, jewellery, book production, 
and silks, and of a narrowing of the range of the south’s industrial capacity, 
becoming apparent only after 1648.* 

At Antwerp, a partial, but sustained, recovery commenced in the 1590s, 
gathered momentum during the Truce, and then continued, albeit slacken- 
ing, after 1625, down to 1648.4 Antwerp’s commerce displayed renewed 
vitality, though on a different basis, and smaller scale, than before 1585, 
Antwerp now serving as the principal conduit for the flow of goods passing 
between north and south. Admittedly, some of the city’s industries suffered 
from heightened competition from the north with the lowering of tariffs, 
following the signing of the Truce in 1609, and a few, such as manufacture 
of tiles, never revived. Moreover, the business of finishing English undyed 
cloth, once diverted to the north, from 1585, was never won back. But 
Antwerp successfully held her own in a range of specialized industries, 
including silks, jewellery, tapestries, and fine furniture (at least until 1648) 
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and expanded dramatically as a centre for Catholic book production and 
religious art. Antwerp’s population rose steadily, if not.spectacularly, from 
42,000 in 1585, to 47,000 in 1595, 54,000 by 1612, and 62,000 by. 1648. But 
Antwerp’s revival was by no means an exception. On the contrary; Ghent 
and Bruges recovered at a comparable rate, similarly revitalized by the 
Truce. Ghent’s linen industry flourished and her harbour filled :with ship- 
ping from Holland and Zeeland.: Ghent, like other cities in the south, 
experienced a. vigorous boom in house construction, especially during the 
Truce, her population rising from 31,000, in 1600, to about 50,000 by 1670: 
At Bruges, it was the ‘new drapery’ industry, fustians and especially ‘says’, 
which was .the driving force. By about.1615 there were as many textile looms 
operative in Bruges as.there had been on the eve of the Revolt.*’ The Bruges 
woollen cloth industry was to retain its renewed vitality down to the 4650s. 

But no other aspect of the south’s recovery was so. imposing: asthe 
revitalization: of the old faith and. the Church. While some aspects of the 
Tridentine Decrees were not acted on until after 1609, the most crucial 
components of the Counter-Reformation in the south, the intensive re-edu- 
cation, and confessionalization, of the common people, was firmly: under 
way well before that date. Schooling the children of the civic élites was taken 
vigorously in hand by the Jesuits and produced an. entire new generation 
reared in a militant Catholic stance. Jesuit colleges sprang up in all the-main 
towns. The number of Jesuits in Antwerp increased from three, shortly after 
the Spanish recapture of the city,.in 1585, to thirty-one by 1603, the 
Antwerp Jesuit college moving into splendid new premises during 1608. The 
number of Jesuit pupils, in Antwerp, rose from zero, in 1585, to 300 by 
1591, and 600 by 1613.% Torrents of devotional literature poured from 
Antwerp’s presses. As early as 1587, the first steps were taken to ensure that 
all children in Antwerp, even the poorest and most neglected, received 
Catholic religious instruction. By .1606,.a system of Sunday schooling, 
subsidized by the municipality, and attached to the parish churches, was in 
operation, catechizing the children, free of charge to the parents. To ensure 
that most were caught by the net,'a system of listing, and fining, parents 
who failed to send their children to the weekly catechism classes: was 
introduced... By 1620, no fewer than 3,200 children attended these Sunday 
schools in Antwerp alone. At ’s-Hertogenbosch, where the new Sunday 
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school system was introduced in 1595, a new confraternity was established 
in the town, with the encouragement of the Jesuits, specifically to collect 
money from the affluent laity to provide free compulsory Sunday schooling 
for the children of the poor.© 

In the towns, ‘crypto-Calvinism remained a factor in the life of the south 
for:another generation. During the Truce years, as. many as 400 people at a 
time, from Antwerp, would attend Reformed services at the garrison church 
of the States’ fort, at nearby Lillo; and these were only the most defiant 
souls. With some reason the regime in Brussels remained wary of the 
population of Antwerp for several decades after 1585. As late as 1622, an 
English observer noted that many people in the city hoped the Dutch would 
capture it, being sufficiently sympathetic to the Republic, and Protestantism, 
to want to see the Scheldt reopened by means of Dutch victories over Spain. 
It was not until the early 1630s that the bishop of Antwerp felt that 
Protestantism had been. sufficiently marginalized no longer to pose a 
significant threat. 

An essential aspect of the re-education process, and confessionalization of 
the population, was the use of visual means, art, architecture, and the 
devotional print. Just as the printing presses produced catechism books, and 
short texts, aimed at children and the man in the street, who was often only 
barely literate, they supplied masses of cheap prints suitable for display in 
the homes of humble folk.®' By. 1617, there were at least ten firms in 
Antwerp, some with many employees, producing great quantities of repro- 
ductions of saints and religious scenes. Since it was also an effective means 
of popularizing religious art—and the work of contemporary painters—the 
method attracted the attention of the south’s leading artists, including 
Rubens. Antwerp’s devotional prints were so successful they were exported 
in quantity not only to Spain and Portugal but also Spanish America and, 
by various routes, the Far East. 

‘Also basic to the new culture in the south was the proliferation of new 
churches, chapels, and monasteries. The Revolt, and the iconoclastic out- 
breaks of 1566, 1576-8, and 1580-1, had devastated the monasteries and 
convents of Flanders. and Brabant and stripped the images and altars from 
the parish churches and cathedrals. Almost the entire visual fabric of the 
Church awaited reconstruction. This could not begin immediately after the 
fall of Antwerp, in 1585, because of the slump, continuing fighting, and lack 
of resources. But, from around 1606, the process of rebuilding and renova- 
tion gained momentum and the south Netherlands began producing religious 
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art and architecture on a scale, and of a quality, unparalleled anywhere else 
in Europe outside Italy. No: fewer than thirty-five monastic:establishments 
of one sort or another were erected in Ghent alone between 1590 and 1670; 
and it was much the same in the other cities. Nor was there: difficulty in 
finding sufficient artistic skills for the work of embellishment. In contrast to 
other groups, many artists tended to remain in Antwerp'in 1585. There was 
no shortage of masters to train new talent and the stock of skills was further 
enhanced by the return of many south Netherlands artists from Italy. In 
1616 no fewer than.216 painters belonged:to the St Lucas guild, in: Antwerp, 
twice as many as in 1584." 

Albert and Isabella backed the efforts to re-educate and confessionalize 
the populace, and heighten the impact of the Church, not least by pouring 
substantial resources into religious art and architecture. In both, especially 
architecture, they favoured the new. baroque style, emanating from Rome, 
and were closely involved in shaping the programme of cultural renewal. In 
1605, they summoned back the Antwerp artist-architect Wensel Cobergher 
(1560-1634) from Rome, appointing him their court architect and artistic 
adviser.“ Cobergher and his younger.relative Jacob Francart (1583-1651), 
also prominent in moulding the new religious architecture of the south, had 
trained in Italy and began by importing concepts current there;. but, from 
around 1615, they were increasingly successful in blending Italian baroque 
style with local traditions, reflecting a wider tendency pervading the culture 
of the south of which Rubens, the pre-eminent artist of the south Nether- 
lands but who was also closely linked artistically to Rome, Madrid, and 
Vienna, was the supreme manifestation. 

-Cobergher designed numerous buildings in Brussels, Antwerp, and other 
towns, one of: his most striking. being the. new Augustinian .church in 
Antwerp, begun in 1615. Francart too was associated with many large 
projects, foremost among them the Jesuit church in Brussels, the founda- 
tions of which were ceremonially laid by Albert and Isabella in 1606 and 
which they inaugurated, magnificently, just after the expiry of the Truce, in 
1621; most: sumptious of all was the Jesuit church of St Ignatius, in 
Antwerp, built largely according to Roman baroque taste, and approved by 
the Jesuit General in Rome, inaugurated shortly after Albert’s death, amid 
great pomp, in September 1621. 

The task of embellishing altars and images for so many new, and 
refurbished, churches and monasteries dominated the new art world of the 
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south. On all sides artists were put to work serving the new crusade. 
Rubens’s oil sketch of the conversion of St Bavo (1611), for the cathedral 
of Ghent, depicting Bavo exchanging armour for the vestments of a prelate, 
aptly symbolized the transition from arms to war‘ waged with spiritual 
weapons, .a war of religious and cultural confrontation with the north. 
Rubens, who returned from Italy in 1608, wrote to.a friend in Rome just 
before the signing of the Truce, forecasting the end of: hostilities and 
expressing his hopes that the ‘obedient provinces’ would ‘flourish again’. 
Art was at the forefront and Rubens’s aptitude for unusually large canvases 
led to his being regularly employed, from 1609, painting the category of 
work which ‘had the greatest .impact on the public—vast pious tableaux for 
the principal churches. The altarpieces Rubens painted during the Truce 
surpassed both in number and grandeur those he painted in the rest of his 
career, revolutionizing religious art-in Catholic northern Europe. Many 
were. commissioned for major churches in Antwerp; but. he painted altar- 
pieces also for Brussels, Mechelen,. Lille, and Cambrai, as well as a St 
Francis for Cologne, the city: where he had been born amongst the 
Netherlands refugee community. Dozens of assistants were needed to work 
on these. vast pictures, some of whom: were soon to achieve fame in their 
own right. His contract with the Antwerp Jesuits for the ceiling paintings of 
the Church of St Ignatius named as his chief assistant the gifted young 
Anthonie'van Dyck (1599-1641). 

The Counter-Reformation in the south was accompanied. by the Counter- 
Reformation in the North Rhine area and: Westphalia. There too a new 
culture was in the making since the 1580s, a rolling back of the tide of 
Protestantism and effective re-Catholicization of the populace with the aid 
of educational tools and cultural resources imported from Italy and south 
Germany. Here the process had tentatively begun slightly earlier with the 
promulgation: of the Tridentine Decrees at Miinster, in 1571. But the real 
start of the rer-Catholicization programme came with the: arrival of the 
Jesuits, in 1588, and their take-over of the principal schools.” Although 
most of the Jesuits active in Miinster were local men, the ‘Little Rome’ they 
created there brought about major changes in the cultural profile of 
Westphalia. They inculcated a political and social outlook, in the sons of 
the Catholic nobility and merchant class who flocked to them from all over 
north Germany and the north-east Netherlands, hostile to toleration and the 
civic privileges and freedoms around them, an attitude militantly confessional 
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and favourable to the new Catholic princely absolutism of the north-west 
German ecclesiastical states..The confrontational character of this culture 
led to a heightening of tension throughout. Westphalia not only as between 
Catholic and Protestant states but within the bishoprics, where both 
Lutheran and Calvinist influence was strong, and there was a long tradition 
of civic autonomy. This confrontation. and events such as the bishop of 
Paderborn’s reduction of that city, in 1604, and the clashes between the 
Wittelsbach prelate-prince Ernst (of Cologne and Minster) and the city. of 
Miinster, in 1607, generated a conflict of political ideologies which inter- 
acted at many levels with the growing Catholico—Protestant polarization. On 
the cultural front, the Jesuits showed a marked preference for High German 
rather than the traditional Low German of the Westphalian region. In this 
way, the Counter-Reformation in north-western Germany tended to widen 
and accelerate the increasing divergence between the culture of this region 
and the north-eastern Dutch provinces, just as the Counter-Reformation of 
Albert and Isabella decisively separated the two cultures of the Netherlands. 

The confrontational character of the new Counter-Reformation cultures 
of the south Netherlands and Westphalia arose from local circumstances as 
much as from the Spanish Crown, Papacy, and Habsburg connection. The 
south Netherlands saw itself as set against the north. In this sense, the Truce 
may be termed. a continuation of the Eighty. Years War by other means. 
Jesuit writers during the early seventeenth century interpreted the Dutch 
Revolt against their legitimate ruler as a catastrophe caused by. the cancer 
of foreign heresy, seeping in from Germany, and the ambition of corrupt 
nobles.” Their programme of re-education was intended to lead ultimately 
to the downfall of Calvinism in the north Netherlands, Cleves-Mark, and 
the Protestant enclaves in and around Westphalia. As far as the Netherlands 
was concerned this implied the eventual reabsorption of the rebel north into 
the bosom. of the Church and thus also into a political and ecclesiastical 
framework administered from Brussels. In this way, despite the deep rupture 
ensuing from the Revolt, the new high culture of the. south fostered the 
notion of an overarching single Netherlands into which the north would 
eventually be reintegrated.” 

This reconquest was envisaged as political and religious but also econ- 
‘omic. If one walked the streets of Antwerp, during the Truce, as Sir Dudley 
Carleton did, in September 1616, whilst on his way to The Hague to take 
up his post as English ambassador there, one could not fail to be aware of 
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the incompleteness of the south’s recovery and the signs of the shift of 
vitality to the north.” The staunchly Catholic patricians who-now ruled the 
southern towns were encouraged. by the recovery but also convinced of the 
need for aggressive economic. strategies—albeit preferably short of actual 
war——to regain what was lost and restore the primacy of the south. During 
the Truce, a confrontational anti-Dutch mercantilism became an integral 
part of the culture of the south, reinforcing feelings of separateness and 
sympathy for the Spanish Habsburgs’ aspirations to weaken the United 
Provinces and eventually re-establish the common Fatherland. These were 
the men who proposed and supported Albert’s programme of improving the 
canals linking the Flemish sea ports with Bruges, Ghent, and Antwerp to 
establish a viable maritime link bypassing the Dutch forts on the Scheldt 
estuary.” One of the most eloquent eulogists of such projects was Carlos 
Scribani (1561-1629), a native Netherlander though partly of Italian de- 
scent, head of the Jesuit province Flandro-Belgica in the years 1613-19 and 
fervent adherent of the notion that Antwerp would one day again be the 
supreme commercial metropolis of the Netherlands—and Europe. 

The world of the south Netherlands in the era of Albert and Isabella was 
a highly ideological culture, locked in antagonism with what it rejected—the 
independence, Calvinism, and economic superiority of the north. Its consoli- 
dation during the Truce decisively widened the gulf between south and 
north while simultaneously nurturing the idea of a common Netherlands of 
seventeen provinces which had (allegedly) existed before 1572. Not surpris- 
ingly, the supreme advocates of the idea of seventeen provinces divided by 
rebellion and heresy, which should be reintegrated, were the foreign-trained 
Jesuits, with Scribani well to the fore.” But it had to be reunification on the 
basis of the south incorporating the north, that is under the auspices of the 
Spanish Crown and the Catholic Church, eliminating northern rebellion, 
Protestantism, constitutionalism, and toleration. For spokesmen of the new 
culture no form of coexistence of north and south on the basis of peace and 
the mingling of faiths was acceptable or even conceivable. The idea of a 
common Netherlands of seventeen provinces forming a single political 
entity, which had in the sixteenth century been the preserve of an unrep- 
resentative fringe of courtiers and humanists, in this way became, in the 
seventeenth, integral to Counter-Reformation propaganda. 

To an extent the idea of a common Fatherland of seventeen provinces was 
also an element in militant Protestant ideology in the north, but only 
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marginally. The wide spectrum of élite, and to a degree of popular, opinion 
expressed in the Dutch pamphlets of 1607-9 shows that, while the hope of 
restoring the unity of the Netherlands did exist. in some quarters, usually 
among Protestant south Netherlanders who had taken refuge in the north, 
such notions were not a central feature of political thinking in the United 
Provinces.” Usselincx, one of the few writers in the north who did see the 
task of freeing the south from Spain as a continuing objective, and main 
priority, of the struggle, warned that if the United Provinces failed to drive 
the Spaniards from the Low Countries, and establish freedom of religion for 
the Reformed in the south, the independence and ‘freedom’ of the north 
could:not be secure. But even Usselincx was more concerned with making 
the south safe for Protestants, and removing the south’s new patricians, 
pawns of the Spaniards as he saw them, from.control of the town councils, 
than with reabsorbing the south into the same body politic emerging in the 
north. In the Dutch Golden Age the idea of a common Fatherland of 
seventeen provinces played scarcely any part as an inspiration and motive 
force in culture and politics. 
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Crisis within the Dutch Body Politic, 
1607-1616 


he armistice of 1607 and Spain’s entering into peace talks with the 

Dutch, and then the concluding of the Truce in 1609, were regarded 
throughout Europe as sensational successes for Oldenbarnevelt and the 
Holland regents. The Truce confirmed the separation of north and south 
indefinitely and the survival, at least north of the rivers, of the Revolt. 
Furthermore, the Truce was an unquestioned triumph not only for Olden- 
barnevelt and the Holland regents but for the Republic, government by a 
consultative, decision-making process without an ‘eminent head’ or mon- 
archical element. Yet, at this very moment there were already worrying signs 
of rising tensions within the infant Republic which many believed could 
soon undo all that had been achieved. The young Hugo Grotius (1583- 
1645) was just one of many who predicted, in 1607, that the truce with Spain 
would release a rising tide of faction, discord, and popular pressure.' 

On one side, the Oldenbarnevelt regime faced the antagonism of the 
Stadholder, Prince Maurits, a potentially quasi-monarchical figure, and, on 
the other, the rising hostility of many preachers of the Reformed Church, 
due to the regime’s tolerant church policies, and both challenges com- 
manded considerable popular support. Indeed, by 1607 it was already 
conceivable that the two great dramas unfolding respectively in secular and 
church politics might coalesce to engulf the regime in a major crisis of the 
body politic. The United Provinces had, since 1588, been a fully-fledged 
republic and by the first decade of the new century possessed, especially (but 
not only) in the writings of Grotius, a republican political outlook to fit the 
reality. In his Parallela Rerumpublicarum (1602), only a fragment of which 
survives, the De Antiquitate Reipublicae Batavicae (1610), and other writings 
of these years, Grotius developed the idea that liberty, stability, virtue, and 
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prosperity are best preserved when government is consultative and reserved 
to a closed oligarchy, such as the regents, with the resources, time, and 
education to devote themselves fully to public affairs, reverently abiding by 
the constitutional procedures of the republic. In this respect, Grotius 
considered the United Provinces to be like ancient Judaea, Athens, and 
Rome during the most flourishing and stable periods of their history.’ In his 
eyes, the United Provinces were far from perfect as a republic and would 
benefit, in particular, from having a stronger directorate at the centre. In his 
unpublished essay, the ‘De Republica Emendanda’, written somewhere 
between 1600 and 1610, he advocated strengthening the Raad van State to 
this end.? But the existing United Provinces did embody what Grotius 
deemed most essential in a true republic and this, he argued in his tract of 
1610 (which was widely read in Dutch translation), the Dutch had not only 
defended against the tyranny of Spain but inherited from the distant past, 
its origin lying in the liberty which the ancient Batavians—whom he claimed 
had been ruled not by kings but by primores—had defended in their revolt 
against the Romans.‘ 

To preserve this patrician republic extolled by Grotius, Oldenbarnevelt 
had, on the one hand, to keep the Stadholder weak and, on the other, check 
the pretensions of Reformed preachers opposed to the policies of the 
regents. At the start of the negotiations with Spain, in 1607, Oldenbarnevelt 
was already simultaneously seeking to contain Maurits and trying to damp 
down the growing tension within the public Church. At that stage, he 
planned to solve the difficulties in the Church by convening a National 
Synod to revise the Netherlands Confession (Confessio Belgica) and make it 
theologically more flexible. As a first step, he convened a preparatory 
convention at The Hague in May 1607, intending to coax the rigidly 
confessional party into conceding a National Synod which would enable 
him to render the public Church both broader doctrinally and more 
subordinate to the provincial assemblies institutionally. But most of the 
convention insisted that Confession and catechism were unalterable and 
that the sole task of the projected National Synod should be their confirma- 
tion. Oldenbarnevelt promptly lost his eagerness for a National Synod. 

But something had to be done to check the seething strife within ‘the 
public Church. Already the quarrel between Gomarus and Arminius was 
arousing much disquiet among the public and the clamour against Arminius 
and his adherents was growing. In his address on laying down the rectorship 
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of the university, at Leiden, in February 1606, Arminius. condemned 
theological strife between Christians as the worst of ills, a-scourge nurturing 
doubt, atheism, and despair.’ But this served only to encourage talk that he 
was unsound in doctrine:and tainted with ‘Socinianism’. By 1607: he was 
being openly harassed by townsmen and students.°. Arminius and his 
supporters turned to the States of Holland for help. 

Oldenbarnevelt.tried to quell the furore by submitting the controversy to 
the judgement of the States of Holland. This gave Arminius the opportunity 
to demonstrate his irenicist leanings and deference to civil authority, whose 
right to oversee the public Church, and sound doctrine; he endorsed. 
Predictably, the regents much preferred this attitude to Gomarus’ insistence 
that the Church’s doctrines were no business of the civil authority and that 
Arminius had lapsed into the heimous errors of the Pelagians and Jesuits on 
will, Grace, and Salvation, and should be silenced.’ 

The problems confronting Oldenbarnevelt: in theological politics were 
aggravated during 1608, just as the Truce controversies reached their climax. 
The same stern Calvinists who insisted there-should be no peace with Spain, 
and that: the security.of the state was being endangered, simultaneously 
strove to mobilize the provincial synods against Arminius and the plans: to 
revise the doctrines and management of the public Church. The South 
Holland Synod demanded that any preacher with reservations: about the 
Confession should declare them. The:classis of Alkmaar, deeply split, even 
required its preachers to sign the Confession forthwith, or face suspension. 
This was an affront not only to the Arminian faction but to Oldenbarnevelt 
and the States who aspired to supervise ecclesiastical affairs. . 

Of the classis’ twenty-five. ministers, five refused to sign, including Adol- 
phus Venator, a prominent figure at Alkmaar.® The classis, backed by the 
North Holland Synod, then suspended them, at which the States intervened, 
cancelling their suspension. The Synod retorted that the Church must not 
be ruled by the State or lack the authority to remove ministers unsound in 
doctrine. The States remained unmoved..Venator (who diverged further 
from orthodoxy ‘than Arminius) retained his pulpit, supported by the 
vroedschap. But the latter remained divided and, in December 1609, 
the Stadholder, who until: 1617 only rarely: showed his preference for the 
Gomarists, exercised his authority to choose members of the vroedschap, 
after annual ‘elections’, from double lists, to install a predominantly 
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Gomarist town council.’ This, and the consequent dismissal of Venator, was 
a clear setback for the States. But at this point the civic militia intervened, 
seizing the town hall and demanding the removal of the hardline Calvin- 
ists—who were generally unpopular in Alkmaar—from the vroedschap."° 
Oldenbarnevelt was happy. to oblige, thereby reversing the Stadholder’s 
intervention, despite the blatant infringement of the latter’s prerogatives and 
dangerous precedent of allowing civic militias to impose their political and 
theological views and purge a regent government. 

After Alkmaar, little doubt remained as to the capacity of the Arminian- 
Gomarist disputes to create political turmoil, or exacerbate tensions in 
society, and any: that did linger was rapidly dissolved by the disturbances 
which erupted the following year at Utrecht. For-centuries Utrecht had been 
a focus of social and political unrest and instability. ‘Utrecht’, remarked 
James I of England, ‘hath always been given to sedition and mutiny.” In 
Utrecht there was a long-standing tension between the. guilds which since 
the 1580s had adhered to Calvinist orthodoxy and the wealthy patricians 
who mostly espoused the liberal, irenic theological tradition of Duifhuis. 
Besides social and theological stresses within the city, there were economic 
tensions between the city and the rest: of the province. In contrast to 
Groningen, Utrecht possessed few staple privileges and it had been the 
policy of the noble-dominated States of Utrecht since 1572 to block every 
effort on the part of the city to claima monopoly of brewing and other ‘civic 
industries’ in the province. 

The dissatisfaction of the guilds boiled over into revolt in January 1610. 
Led by a group of strict Calvinists headed by a former burgomaster, Dirk 
Canter, who had links with the Stadholder, the dissidents, including much 
of the militia, seized the city and purged those regents known to be 
unsympathetic to the guilds and Calvinist orthodoxy.'? Many regents and 
nobles fied the city, leaving the insurgents in control also of the provincial 
States. 

The Advocate of the States, Ledenberg, appealed to. Oldenbarnevelt for 
help. The States General nominated a commission to meet the rebels and 
‘reconcile’ the parties. The guild representatives demanded . numerous 
changes in the administration of the city, a ban on ‘urban industries’ in the 
countryside, and the strengthening of the city’s voice in the States.’? Seeing 
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little scope for compromise, Oldenbarnevelt, and the States of Holland, 
persuaded the States General to suppress the .guilds by sending troops. 
Maurits, pleading illness, excused himself from leading the expedition, 
giving his younger half-brother, Frederik Hendrik, his first opportunity to 
enter the limelight. There was talk of a siege but the 'Utrechters’ bravado 
rapidly evaporated on the approach of the soldiery. A garrison was 
introduced into the city. The regents and nobles. who had fled returned. 
Finally, in May, the new Calvinist vroedschap was removed and the 
‘libertine’ faction restored to power. Oldenbarnevelt had won the second 
round. 

But having sensed their power to mobilize discontent within society 
against the ‘libertines’ and Arminians, the Gomarists increasingly sought to 
arouse the public against their opponents in both Church and government, 
denouncing them as heretics, Pelagians, and (in some cases) Socinians. A 
campaign developed to prevent.theology graduates with Arminian sympath- 
ies obtaining preaching positions. The Arminian party within the Church, 
led by Uyttenbogaert—Arminius himself had died the previous year— 
backed by Oldenbarnevelt, decided at this point that their best course was 
to combat the precisians head-on, together with the States, defeat them, 
remodel the public Church, and eradicate confessional rigidity, thereby 
minimizing theological strife and its public consequences. 

The result was the famous ‘Remonstrance’ of the Arminians to the States 
of Holland. The text, drawn up by Uyttenbogaert (probably at Oldenbar- 
nevelt’s prompting)'* called for revision of the Netherlands Confession, 
asserted the authority of the State over the Church, and restated Arminius’ 
position on predestination. The Remonstrance, signed by forty-four prea- 
chers of the public Church, was submitted to the States by Oldenbarnevelt, 
in July 1610. The Gomarists then accepted: Oldenbarnevelt’s proposal to 
hold a six-a-side theological disputation before the States to resolve the 
points at issue. The Arminian team was headed by Uyttenbogaert and 
the gifted young Simon Episcopius (1583-1643), the Gomarist side by the 
Amsterdam preacher Plancius and his Leiden colleague Festus Hommius."* 
It was at the opening of this disputation that the Gomarists presented their 
equally famous ‘Counter-Remonstrance’, setting out the anti-Arminian 
position, rejecting amendment of. the Netherlands Confession, restating 
Gomarus’ position on predestination, and condemning the Remonstrants’ 
plea that nothing should be decided by provincial synods, or 
classes, until the controversy had been resolved by a National Synod. The 


‘4 Den Tex, Oldenbarnevellt, iii. 133-5. 'S Wijminga, Festus Hommius, 104-7. 


426 The Early.Golden: Age, 1588-1647 


Counter-Remonstrants argued that the Church could not be required by the 
civil authority to retain ministers who rejected its teaching." 

Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants clashed over the theology of 
predestination and their rival conceptions of Church-State: relations. In 
1610, Uyttenbogaert published at The Hague an important tract, On the 
Office and Authority of a Higher Christian Government in Ghurch Affairs, 
championing the authority of the State over the Church in the appointment 
of preachers, regulation of doctrine, calling of synods, and determining their 
agenda, and the right of the State to representation, and influence, in synods 
of the Church. Uyttenbogaert’s Erastianism provided a theological basis for 
Oldenbarnevelt’s efforts to thwart what he and his allies regarded as the 
would-be tyranny of the Church over its membership, to ensure individual 
liberty and encompass as much as.possible of society within the public 
Church." In Uyttenbogaert’s eyes, the Church itself could possess no part 
of sovereignty: it might argue but not compel, convince but not command. 

Initially, the Arminian—Gomarist quarrel was confined to Holland and 
Utrecht. But the close links between preachers in different provinces, and 
between universities, and the Counter-Remonstrants’ endeavours to mobi- 
lize support for their position in the outlying provinces (where the civil 
authority was less likely to follow Oldenbarnevelt than in Holland and 
Utrecht), rapidly disseminated the controversy throughout the Republic, 
and at all levels of society. Episcopius, who. had. studied under Arminius at 
Leiden (and whose best student he was), personally brought the controver- 
sies to Franeker, where he. went to further his studies, in 1609. No sooner 
had he arrived than he: was dragged into’ encounters. with the chief 
spokesman of Gomarist orthodoxy in Friesland, Sybrandus Lubbertus.'® In 
rural Friesland, Remonstrantism. had little impact. But: in. Leeuwarden, 
Franeker, and Dokkum the Arminians did gain.a following. In 1610, after 
disturbances. in Leeuwarden, a religiously. liberal town ‘council emerged 
which was opposed to the rigid orthodoxy favoured by Willem Lodewijk 
and eased the pressure on the Mennonites as well as favouring the 
Remonstrants.'? This faction at Leeuwarden became known as the ‘politique 
Beggars’. When, in 1615, the States of Friesland, eager ‘to impose Calvinist 
orthodoxy, intervened, attempting to restore the old magistracy-—the strict 
Calvinist faction known as the ‘Genevan Beggars’—the Leeuwarden ‘libert- 
ines’ turned to Oldenbarnevelt for support. Through the States General, the 


‘© Keuning, Petrus Plancius, 40-1. 

'’ Nobbs, Theocracy and Toleration, 47. 

"® Van Limborch, Leven van Simon Episcopius, 6, 9. 
'? Glasius, Gesch. der Nationale Synode, i. 238. 


Crisis in the Dutch Body Politic 427 


States of Holland sent a delegation to Friesland to warn the States not to 
violate: the civic privileges of Leeuwarden. In September 1616, the States of 
Friesland forbade the appointment of any Reformed preacher in Friesland 
without his first signing, and swearing by, the Netherlands Confession. 

In Groningen, :Arminianism made little impact. But Overijssel and Gel- 
derland were:both deeply divided by the controversies: Kampen, where all 
the preachers, headed by the Leiden graduate Thomas Goswinius, took the 
Remonstrant side; was the chief centre of Arminianism in Overijssel, but the 
Remonstrants also had some support at Zwolle and in the countryside.” 
Nor was theological passion by any means confined to the preachers and 
regents. According to Baudartius, the boatmen and wagoners of Kampen 
were so.fervently Remonstrant that, in 1617, they refused to transport goods 
belonging to tradesmen in the city who were known Counter-Remon- 
strants.*' The Overijssél ridderschap was split; but, for the moment, pro- 
Oldenbarnevelt nobles dominated both the States and Delegated States, 
with the support.of Kampen, and prevented measures being taken against 
the Remonstrants. 

‘In Gelderland, by contrast, the balance of support favoured the Counter- 
Remonstrants. In Nijmegen most regents and preachers were pro-Remon- 
strant, as also :were many nobles of the Nijmegen quarter, and also the 
towns of. Tiel and .Zaltbommel. Burgomaster Christoffel Biesman, who 
dominated the raad.of Nijmegen at this time, was Oldenbarnevelt’s most 
important ally in'Gelderland together with the Remonstrant count of 
Culemborg.. The town of Arnhem, where two of the preachers were 
Remonstrant, was divided. But the Armhem quarter was predominantly, and 
the. Zutphen quarter entirely, Counter-Remonstrant and Oldenbarnevelt’s 
enemies dominated the Hof of Gelderland from the outset.” In 1612, the 
Counter-Remonstrants gained control of the provincial synod and ruled 
that .all Reformed ministers in the province ‘must sign a testimony of 
orthodoxy: and adherence to the Netherlands Confession.” 

Zeeland was staunchly Counter-Remonstrant. But the garrison towns of 
northern Brabant became the scene of furious quarrels among the Reformed 
communities: At Grave, both the preacher, Paludanus, and the Reformed 
schoolmaster, took the Remonstrant side. At Breda, a feud erupted between 
the Remonstrant preacher, Isaac Diamantius, and the hardline Gomarist, 
Henricus Boxhorn. In an attempt to quell the strife and spreading acrimony, 
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the magistracy, in December 1615, forbade any pronouncenient from the 
pulpit touching on the national controversy. In the Brabant garrison towns 
at this time, the magistrates were, as a result of Holland’s. ‘industry and 
practice’ in the: selection, often pro-Remonstrant.¥ 

A new phase in.the struggle began in 1611 with the battle over appointing 
a successor to Arminius’ chair at Leiden. Oldenbarnevelt, guided by his 
son-in-law, Cornelis van der Mijle, a curator of the university, and Uytten- 
bogaert, chose the German theologian Conradus Vorstius (1569-1622), a 
man known since the 1590s both in Germany and the Netherlands, as an 
irenic liberal at odds with the orthodox Calvinist theology faculty at 
Heidelberg. His writings had influenced Arminius. His Erastianism was 
beyond doubt. Uyttenbogaert brought Vorstius on a.visit to Leiden, and 
The Hague, to meet Oldenbarnevelt. Alarmed by the theological warfare 
raging in Holland, Vorstius himself hesitated to take up the appointment. 
But Oldenbarnevelt pushed. it through, not realizing the danger to his own 
position posed. by Vorstius’ published work, which, since the 1590s, was 
marked by Socinian tendencies.” 

Vorstius’ appointment provoked a storm.-of protest from Counter- 
Remonstrant theologians, led by Lubbertus, Hommius, and the preacher 
of the English Presbyterian church in Amsterdam, Matthew Slade, a 
prominent supporter of the Counter-Remonstrant cause, as well as of 
the anti-Vorstius campaign. At this point, the Dutch controversies began to 
spill over into the international arena. James I of England, alarmed by the 
strife rending the Dutch Church, was horrified by the appointment of 
Vorstius, whom he regarded as an out-and-out heretic. Early in 1612, the 
king lodged. a strong protest with the States General.. This: encouraged 
Lubbertus (who had links with the Calvinist party in England) to think that 
the Counter-Remonstrants might prevail.in the United Provinces with the 
help of the English Crown. In 1613, Lubbertus published a Dutch version 
of his letter to the archbishop of Canterbury, denouncing the States of 
Holland for failing to protect the Dutch: Church from the ‘plague’ of 
Vorstius’ teachings and calling for English intervention.” 

It was at this point that the now 30-year-old and already internationally 
renowned humanist scholar-regent Grotius was drawn into the strife. Since 
1607, Grotius had been Advocate-fiscal, a senior law officer, of Holland and 
acquired a certain political importance. In 1613, he was appointed pension- 
ary of Rotterdam, on Oldenbarnevelt’s recommendation, and asked by the 
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VOC to head its delegation:to London to negotiate over the Anglo-Dutch 
differences in the East Indies. At the same time, Grotius was asked by 
Oldenbarnevelt to help persuade..those close to James. not to support the 
Counter-Remonstrants. Grotius (wrongly, as it turned out) believed that he 
had changed James’s mind about the Counter-Remonstrants;”’ and when he 
returned to the. Republic published a. vigorous defence of the States of 
Holland, against Counter-Remonstrant criticism, attacking Lubbertus, in 
particular, for seeking to smear the Remonstrants as crypto-Socinians.” 
Under the title Pietas Ordinum Hollandiae ac Westfrisiae Vindicata, the tract 
appeared in October 1613, in both Latin and Dutch versions. 

The Counter-Remonstrants reacted to Grotius’ intervention with amaze- 
ment. For Grotius had had his own doubts about Vorstius and, on his visit 
to Groningen and Friesland, in the autumn of 1611, established amicable 
relations with Ubbo Emmius and Lubbertus himself. It had been Grotius’ 
policy to present himself neither as Counter-Remonstrant nor Remonstrant, 
but as the champion: of peace within the public Church, the intermediary 
friendly with both sides. During 1612 and early 1613 he had scrupulously 
preserved his neutrality, and the respect of all, as the man above the strife.” 
Now, at a stroke, he. abandoned his neutrality, siding categorically with 
Oldenbarnevelt and the Remonstrants. Althusius, Syndic of Emden, joined 
those who angrily rejected Grotius’ admonitions and attempt to subordinate 
the Reformed Church to the secular authority.*° He already disliked the 
Oldenbarnevelt regime. for its Arminianism and having signed the Truce 
with Spain.*' 

Once committed, Grotius became an indefatigable participant in the fray. 
At Rotterdam, he led the fight against Counter-Remonstrantism, stiffening 
the attitude of the city council and consistory and reinforcing the city’s 
reputation as a bastion of Remonstrantism.** He emerged as one of 
Oldenbarnevelt’s principal supporters in the States of Holland. At the same 
time, it was especially Grotius who extended the struggle throughout the 
Dutch scholarly world, mobilizing like-minded humanists against the 
Counter-Remonstrants. whom he regarded as a menace not just to. the 
stability of the state and the public Church but also to individual liberty of 
conscience and humanist studies. Counter-Remonstrants frequently disap- 
‘proved of the Erasmian legacy, Slade openly disparaging Erasmus as the 
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spiritual forefather of Arminianism, alleging that he would have rejoiced at 
his popularity amongst Vorstius’ partisans.” Incensed by this assault. on 
Erasmus, Grotius galvanized the Republic’s men of learning. Among those 
he drew out of their ivory towers was the eminent humanist Gerardus 
Vossius, rector of the Latin school at Dordrecht. 

At Leiden university itself, meanwhile, curators and professors battled to 
keep the raging furore out of lectures and classes. ‘They were assisted in this 
by Gomarus’ departure for Middelburg, and the eventual cancelling, by 
Oldenbarnevelt, of Vorstius’ appointment. The curators then chose the 
moderate Counter-Remonstrant Johannes Polyander, and the Remonstrant 
Simon Episcopius, to the two vacant chairs of theology.: Officially, the 
theology faculty, ‘and university, maintained a facade of unity, and neu- 
trality; but behind the scenes this was increasingly splintered by fierce 
clashes that kept erupting at private gatherings, and over meals.*5 

Grotius did not advocate full religious toleration either. at this stage, or 
later. He wanted to defend liberty of conscience but within a strong public 
(or state) Church which would overwhelmingly—to an extent coercively— 
dominate, in the sphere of religion, for purposes political and social, as 
much as spiritual.** To his mind the stability of state and society depended 
on this. His ideal in this respect was the Church of England. During his visit 
to London Grotius had heard much complaint about the allegedly perni- 
cious effects of religious freedom as allowed by the Dutch. James and the 
-English-bishops were appalled by the seemingly anarchic religious situation 
prevailing in the United Provinces. Grotius himself accepted that the 
existing situation was intolerable and that it could not continue without 
highly damaging consequences. Grotius’ solution was to regulate, and in 
‘some respects curtail, freedom of conscience, and expression, in such a way 
as to_restore stability and order.*’ His idea, readily endorsed by Oldenbar- 
nevelt, was for a States of Holland resolution which would tailor, and. set 
limits to, toleration by balancing freedom and authority. His principle was 
to define, by decree, those doctrines which were, and those which were not, 
open to public debate. If the States of Holland were to separate doctrinal 
issues where differences of opinion could safely be ventilated publicly, from 
those where dissent would be contrary to the. fundamentals of Christian 
faith, it would be possible to lay down rules as to. what views: could be 
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publicly discussed and which held only in private. The States of Holland 
could ensure toleration of tenets deemed publicly acceptable by forbidding 
polemics against such views whether from the pulpit or in print. Preachers 
who defied the States of Holland’s directions as to what doctrines could be 
publicly held, and which not, whether Remonstrant or Counter-Remon- 
strant,. could then be disciplined by the States and, if necessary,. dismissed 
from their livings. ' 

Grotius took this grand theologico-political concept with great ‘serious- 
ness and laboured long on the text of the placard ‘For the Peace of. the 
Church’ which he laid before the Gecommitteerde Raden, and full States of 
Holland. ‘His proposals -were. disparately received. The most ardently 
Remonstrant town councils, such as Leiden and Rotterdam, deemed his text 
insufficiently hostile to the Counter-Remonstrant position. But Grotius and 
Oldenbarnevelt, unlike the States of Utrecht, and some Holland towns, were 
not trying to crush Counter-Remonstrantism, but draw its:teeth and confine 
theological conflict to the theological sphere, separating, as it were, theology 
from politics. It was an: exercise in defusing tension which would be 
self-defeating if too blatantly one-sided. Indeed, the basis of Oldenbarne- 
velt’s and Grotius’ policy during the years 1614-17 whilst they were still, to 
an extent, in control of the situation was to try to restore, and maintain, 
unity within Holland by winning over the Holland Counter-Remonstrant 
towns to support their strategy for defusing the theologico-political con- 
flict.2* Nor was this a vain hope for while Amsterdam and Dordrecht backed 
the Counter-Remonstrants, this was partly, if not largely, for political, 
rather than theological, reasons and these towns too had cause to be 
disturbed by the growing disunity within the States of Holland and States 
General. 

Oldenbarnevelt and Grotius not only succeeded in persuading Rotterdam 
and Leiden to drop their objections but almost succeeded in persuading the 
Counter-Remonstrant camp among the Holland regents to co-operate. With 
the promise that the placard would be applied in a balanced manner to 
Remonstrant as well as Counter-Remonstrant preachers, and that there 
would be a ban on doctrines declared heretical, Dordrecht agreed to support 
Grotius’ concept. At the gathering of the States of Holland, in January 
1614, Oldenbarnevelt and Grotius thus managed to split the Counter- 
Remonstrant party, securing the votes of Dordrecht, Schiedam, Purmerend, 
and Monnikendam.*? Only Amsterdam, Enkhuizen, and Edam rejected the 
decree and at Amsterdam the decision to do so was taken, in the city 
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council, by only a narrow majority. Yet this sufficed to deny.Oldenbarnevelt 
and Grotius the fagade of unity which was essential. Amsterdam, under 
Reinier Pauw:and his faction, continued to insist that the conflict between 
the Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants could only be resolved by a 
National Synod. 

The placard was formally adopted by the States of Holland: over the 
objections of three towns. But, in practice, it took effect only in the 
Remonstrant towns and was used practically only against Counter-Remon- 
strant preachers. Nevertheless, it represented the best chance available to 
Oldenbarnevelt to restore unity in Holland and stabilize the Republic, 
meeting as it did with the approval of moderate Counter-Remonstrants, or 
some of them, and also with that of the king of England. But all subsequent 
attempts to persuade: Amsterdam to come round were in vain. Opposition 
hardened, rather than weakened, with the passage of time. Oldenbarnevelt 
on occasion intervened to restrain the Remonstrant fervour. of some town 
councils. But the conviction that the placard, even if ‘non-partisan in 
appearance, was being used by the Remonstrants ina partisan manner, in 
practice, increasingly took hold, as more Counter-Remonstrant preachers in 
Remonstrant towns found themselves threatened with loss of their. livings 
and expulsion. 


19 


The Fall of the Oldenbarnevelt Regime, 
1616-1618 
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n the years 1609-10 the Arminian—Gomarist dispute spread through the 

length and breadth of the United Provinces, throwing the public Church 
into turmoil and unsettling civic and provincial government. Following the 
intervention of Oldenbarnevelt, and the States of Holland, on the side of the 
Arminians, a series of political initiatives were taken between 1610 and 1614 
which, for the moment, seemed to check the turmoil and stabilize state and 
society under the leadership of the Holland regents. 

During these years, Oldenbarnevelt and other leaders of the States of 
Holland, from 1613 including Grotius, showed both determination and skill. 
The situation was complex, and fraught with pitfalls, but in encounter after 
encounter: the Remonstrant regents, and party in the Church, worsted their 
opponents. The army was successfully used to quell unrest at Utrecht, in 
1610. The Stadholder (though privately opposed to Oldenbarnevelt) had his 
hands tied. With the help of the Arminian factions in Overijssel and the 
Nijmegen.quarter of Gelderland, Holland was able to prevent a majority of 
the Seven Provinces backing the call for a National Synod, at least whilst 
the Oldenbarnevelt party retained the initiative, down to 1617. Also, in 
Holland and Utrecht, Remonstrant control over preaching posts in the main 
towns led to a process of ‘Remonstrantization’ of the Church in places 
where the Remonstrants were strong. Finally, the English Crown, a poten- 
tial ally of the Counter-Remonstrants, was, again until 1617, successfully 
kept at arm’s length. 

Though the Stadholder privately confessed he was unable to make head 
or tail of the theological controversy, his sympathies were already clear 
during the Alkmaar disturbances, in 1610, when Gomarists openly paraded 
their allegiance to the ‘House of Nassau’;' he also supported the anti-Vorstius 
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campaign. But the Gomarists were defeated at Alkmaar and Utrecht, and 
during the years 1610-16 Maurits avoided committing himself too deeply.” 
There was no sense in destabilizing the state, and pushing things to 
extremes, if the other side appeared strong enough to win, or force a 
deadlock which could only lead to civil war, and a crippling of the state. 
Maurits, for the moment, had little choice but to be:moderate; and since the 
Arminians controlled the public Church at The Hague, he continued 
attending the preaching of Uyttenbogaert, in the Binnenhof. Between 1610 
and 1615 Oldenbarnevelt had some reason to be confident, though he was 
too apt to dismiss the Counter-Remonstrants as extraneous, a collection of 
‘puritans, mostly Flemish or Frisian’.? The overthrow of the Oldenbarnevelt 
regime was not a foregone conclusion and did not appear likely until 1616, 
or 1617. However, the roots of his defeat lay further back and it is apparent 
that his (and Grotius’) political and ideological initiatives lost edge, and 
momentum, around 1615. From then on, the sway of the ruling group 
gradually weakened. 

The defeat of Oldenbarnevelt and the majority faction of the States of 
Holland, the more liberal grouping in the Dutch political arena, may be 
attributed to three main factors. First, there was the failure to restore unity 
in the States of Holland. In the years 1614-16, following adoption of 
Grotius’ placard ‘For the Peace of the Church’, the moderate Counter- 
Remonstrant grouping was overruled, albeit narrowly, by the hardliners, led 
by Burgomaster Pauw of Amsterdam, who preferred to align with the other 
provinces against Oldenbarnevelt rather than with Oldenbarnevelt to restore 
Holland’s hegemony over the rest.* This factor had more to do with 
economic and political than religious or ideological considerations. Above 
all, the ruling group at Amsterdam, the sponsors of Petrus Plancius and his 
strident Counter-Remonstrantism, could not forgive Oldenbarnevelt for the 
Truce and his sacrificing the interests of colonial trade.‘ 

Secondly, there was the continuing strength of Counter-Remonstrantism 
among the preachers, and consistories, of the public Church in Holland 
despite the progress of ‘Remonstrantization’ in many Holland towns. The 
regents exercised a great deal of leverage over preachers but only in the main 
towns. Outside these, they had no way of tackling the preponderance 
of Counter-Remonstrantism. Of the fifteen classes comprising the pub- 
lic Church in Holland, five were solidly Counter-Remonstrant—those of 
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Amsterdam, Dordrecht, Enkhuizen, Edam, and Gorcum. In the rest the 
Arminian city councils purged the: Counter-Remonstrant element from the 
towns: or else, as at’ Leiden: and Haarlem, devised a modus vivendi with 
predominantly Counter-Remonstrant consistories which, until 1617, 
avoided serious friction; but were unable to impose their will.on the classes 
more generally.* 

Wherever Arminianism was preponderant, the regents went on to the 
offensive against Counter-Remonstrant preachers. who defied their auth- 
ority, vigorously suppressing separatist: tendencies among the Counter- 
Remonstrant citizenry. At Utrecht, the Arminian magistracy, after 1610, 
was as intolerant towards ‘Gomarists’, according to the Catholic leadership, 
as towards Catholics.’ 

At Hoorn, where the congregation, and consistory, split in August 1614, 
the vroedschap purged the consistory of Counter-Remonstrants, expelled the 
town’s sole Counter-Remonstrant preacher, and broke up Counter-Remon- 
strant conventicles.2 At Rotterdam, where the Counter-Remonstrant mi- 
nority tried .to secede, and set up a.-separate congregation, in 1614-15, 
Grotius enforced his philosophy of liberty of conscience without freedom of 
practice, countenancing.no rift within the public Church.? At The Hague, 
the Counter-Remonstrant preacher Henricus Rosaeus ‘and his supporters 
were effectively bridled by the Arminian consistory, until 1615; when it came 
to an open: breach between Rosaeus and Uyttenbogaert, in that year, 
Rosaeus-was stripped of his living and expelled. Not even a small Counter- 
Remonstrant congregation was established in The Hague until 1617. 

But in rural and suburban Holland, including localities such as ‘Delfts- 
haven and Rijswijk immediately adjoining Rotterdam and The Hague, 
Counter-Remonstrant theology reigned supreme. The English ambassador, 
Sir Dudley ‘Carleton, exaggerated when he reported, in 1617, that the 
‘villages, as well of Holland as the other provinces {remain} universally for 
the Counter-Remonstrants’.'° In fact there was a belt of villages, including 
Berkel,.Hazerswoude, Warmond, and Zevenhuizen, stretching across South 
Holland and Utrecht to the countryside of the Nijmegen quarter of 
Gelderland, and also in Overijssel, where both preachers and villagers were 
Remonstrant.in sympathy."’ But it: was true that most villages in South 
Holland, and nearly all villages in North Holland, were Counter-Remonstrant. 
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As a result, there were no classes that were solidly Remonstrant. Of the ten 
classes that were not predominantly Counter-Remonstrant, four—those of 
Rotterdam, Alkmaar, Hoorn, and Brill—had divided into warring: factions, 
by 1615, and two more—Gouda and ‘Woerden—were to split over the next 
two years. In the remainder—Haarlem, -Delft, and Leiden—the form of 
accommodation arrived at differed little, in practice, from an open rift.!? 

The third factor was the last: to materialize and decisively tilted the 
balance. This was the increasing unrest amongst sections of Holland’s urban 
population, a key element. in the crisis of 1617-18 which destabilized the 
state, and gave Maurits his opportunity to topple Oldenbarnevelt without 
paralysing deadlock, or civil: war. By 1616, social unrest.in the Holland 
towns was causing the regents serious concern. One major element in this 
was the festering resentment of the now long-established south Netherlands 
immigrant population, which felt discriminated against in many areas of 
civic life including the militias, militia command, and civic welfare: The fact 
that Gomarus was Flemish and Arminius a Hollander typified a. theologico- 
cultural split permeating the Holland towns. The.consistories at Leiden and 
Haarlem were dominated by southerners and a militant Counter-Remon- 
strantism tinged with pique that those who-had created the new textile wealth 
of these cities. were excluded from civic government. and regent: circles. 
Oldenbarnevelt and Burgomaster Hooft were two of -many Hollanders,. on 
the Remonstrant side, who alluded with aversion to the Calvinist orthodoxy 
of the southern immigrants. When the Leiden vroedschap in 1615 asked the 
new Remonstrant professor of theology, Episcopius, to preach regularly. in 
the town, he declined, remarking that he had no wish to be censured by the 
‘Flemish gentlemen’ of the consistory. 

But the Calvinist zeal of many immigrants was nota new.element in the 
situation and, when Hooft or Episcopius complained of ‘Flemish’ influence, 
they were referring primarily to preachers and affluent manufacturers and 
merchants, in the consistories, rather than the immigrant working popula- 
tion.’? Discontent in the:manufacturing towns only became a.major factor 
from around -1616 and has to.be ascribed, at least.in part, to economic 
causes. The Twelve Years Truce stimulated the growth of Dutch commerce 
within Europe—except the Zeeland transit trade. It was also:a time of rapid 
expansion in manufacturing, especially the textile industries. But although 
the manufacturing towns grew rapidly, along with output, the Truce was 
also characterized by growing competition from the reviving industrial 
districts of the south Netherlands, due to the. lowering of the Republic’s 
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import tariffs, in-1609, and resumed flow of Baltic wools, and other raw 
materials, to. Flanders. After 1609, ‘new drapery’ products, and linen, 
poured‘on to. the Dutch market, from Flanders and Brabant. This suited 
Dutch merchants, who now had two sources of supply for the cloth and 
linen they‘ exported while cost prices sagged. But it meant that, for the 
working population, the Truce was a time of harsh downward pressure on 
wages, as well as rising rents, and increased exploitation by merchants." 
There were also a few industries, notably brewing, which were not geared 
to exporting to overseas markets and which gained no benefit from the 
strengthening of the overseas trade system but yet faced the same problems 
of high costs, and increasing competition from the south, as other industries. 

Thus, economic pressures led to worsening conditions among the artisan 
population in the manufacturing towns and this expressed itself, at least in 
part, in the form of a militant popular Counter-Remonstrantism. This 
phenomenon was by no means confined to the immigrant textile proletariat: 
it was widespread in the larger cities and some small towns. But it would be 
true to say that it assumed a particularly acute form among the immigrants. 
Thus, there were cases where the adverse impact of economic pressures was 
marked but the overflow into the theological and political arena limited. 
Serious rioting erupted in August 1616 at Delft, a town where there were 
relatively few immigrants but a particularly severe economic deterioration 
owing to the crisis of the brewing industry, the mainstay of the town’s 
economy.’* But, there, ‘the theological component was not especially evident. 
The unrest which culminated in the pillaging of the town hall was essentially 
a protest about high bread prices, and worsening conditions among the 
working population, in which artisan wives played a prominent part. There 
were also cases where few, apart from immigrant textile workers, were 
strongly behind the Counter-Remonstrants, as we see in the case of Gouda, 
a predominantly Arminian town where the Counter-Remonstrants ventured 
to present a petition to the Stadholder, in January 1617, without informing 
the vroedschap, requesting permission to establish their own separate Re- 
formed congregation. This challenge to the regents, backed by the claim that 
the vroedschap lacked jurisdiction in Church affairs, so infuriated the Gouda 
city council that it banished two leaders of the movement and stripped three 
others of their citizenship so that they could no longer be members of the 
town’s guilds. Some eighty members of the Gouda Counter-Remonstrant 
grouping have been identified, about 60 per cent of whom were southern 
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immigrants, mostly textile workers.'® Yet, in all:the larger. manufacturing 
cities, and also. Amsterdam, most of the working population were Counter- 
Remonstrant in sympathy even while anti-Arminian fervour was. most 
marked amongst the southern immigrants. 

By 1616-17 popular Counter-Remonstrantism posed an open challenge to 
the power of the regents in Holland. In the city of Utrecht, as yet, there was 
little sign of revival of popular Calvinist militancy, the only opposition being 
the trekking out each Sunday of a few dissidents to attend ‘true Christian 
Reformed services’ at nearby Counter-Remonstrant Vianen.”’ (By contrast, 
the neighbouring free lordships of Culemborg and Buren. were staunchly 
Remonstrant.) But from many Holland towns large numbers of ‘Mud 
Beggars’ (Slijkgeuzen), as they were called, were now demonstrating their 
opposition by trudging out of town; in long columns each Sunday, to 
Counter-Remonstrant churches in the. countryside. At The Hague by. the 
summer of 1616, about. 700 people walked each Sunday to hear Rosaeus 
preach at Rajswijk. 

By early 1617 there was an unmistakable note of rebellion in the air. There 
were disturbances at The Hague and Brill, in January, in the latter case the 
local garrison commander refusing to help the magistracy without instruc- 
tions from the Stadholder. At The Hague, the.atmosphere was so fraught 
Uyttenbogaert was close to despair. On 9 July, a Counter-Remonstrant 
crowd forcibly seized the. disused Cloister Church in the centre of The 
Hague and established a congregation there which the town government did 
not dare try to suppress. The services now organized in The Hague Cloister 
Church were, reportedly, better attended than Arminian services in the city’s 
main church. This episode, together with Maurits’s decision to attend the 
Cloister Church himself, made a deep impression, being clear signs of. the 
growing weakness of the Oldenbarnevelt regime. 

In Amsterdam Counter-Remonstrant mobs became active in February 
1617. Crowds of youths began attacking Remonstrant conventicles.'? Sev- 
eral Remonstrant houses were sacked. There was also a major disturbance 
at Arminius’ birthplace—Oudewater—on 3 May 1617, when a mob of 
artisans compelled the Arminian vroedschap to cancel their dismissal of the 
Counter-Remonstrant preacher Johannes Lydius.'? A military garrison was 
based nearby but, again, the regents received no assistance. 

The growing involvement of the people was reflected in the steep rise in 
the number of Dutch-language pamphlets and tracts dealing with the 


'© Abels, ‘Van Vlaamse broeders’, 80, 85-6. 

'? GA Utrecht 2/121. res. vroed. 31 Mar. 1617. 
‘8 Nijenhuis, Matthew Slade, 41-8. 

'S Den Tex, Oldenbarnevelt, iii. 477. 


Fall of the Oldenbarnevelt Regime 439 


Arminian—Gomarist controversies. From around fifty pamphlets.published 
in- 1613, and again in 1614, the quantity rose to eighty in 1615, over.one 
hundred in 1616, to :17§ 1n:1617, and. more than 300 in 1618:?° Both :sides 
produced popular .theologico-political tracts of unbridled vehemence, those 
of the Rotterdam preacher Nicolaes Grevinchoven, and his Utrecht: col- 
league, Jacobus Taurinus, being especially intemperate.on the Remonstrant 
side. But, strikingly, in a country teeming with artists—many of whom 
doubtless had strong political and theological views—and: where the Revolt 
had provided ample practice in.the arts of caricature and the political. print, 
there was no parallel wave of visual material until after the crumbling of the 
regime, in 1618. The most accomplished exponent of the political :print of 
this era, Adriaen van de Venne (1589-1662) began producing work such as 
the Righteous Sieve (1618)—showing a great sieve held up by members of 
the States General, assisted by Maurits, through which tumble Oldenbarne- 
velt and the Arminian leadership—only when the. politica) contest. was 
effectively over.”’ Van de ‘Venne’s earlier painting, ‘Fishing for Souls (1614), 
places a batch of Remonstrant theologians, including Vorstius,;on the same 
side as the Counter-Remonstrants, facing the Catholics, with no hint of 
strife, suggesting rather the unity despite differences which was Oldenbarne- 
velt’s and Grotius’ policy. Before 1618, no city council or provincial States, 
it would appear, whatever their theology, were prepared to allow the 
Advocate, or States of Holland, to be lambasted in published prints. This 
was paralleled by the fact that the printed polemics of the day were virulent 
about theology .and theologians, but highly restrained in alluding to 
Oldenbarnevelt, and the States of Holland, as well as Maurits. 

Grotius, an élitist to his fingertips, disdained the violent acrimony of this 
escalating propaganda war. Nevertheless, he entered the fray through the 
publication of what Slade called his ‘long and elaborate Oration’, an 
immense harangue, which he delivered, as head of a States of Holland 
delegation, before the Amsterdam city council, in April 1616, in a final effort 
to persuade Amsterdam not to oppose the church policies of the. regime.” 
In this text Grotius expounded his republican ideology of the ‘public 
Church’, to the modern mind a bizarre mixture of toleration and intoler- 
ance, insisting on the indispensability, and indivisibility, of the public 
Church, and need for the State to.uphold it over other Churches, being the 
foundation of social; moral (and ultimately also political) stability: ‘even 
in kingdoms the division of the public religion is extremely damaging; but 
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in republics ‘it is totally ruinous’.”? But this outward uniformity ‘must be 
combined with internal toleration and doctrinal elasticity. As long as the 
fundamentals of Christian dogma remain intact, what is secondary should 
be. left: open to debate. In a republic which grants liberty of conscience, he 
argued, there is a: constant peril of fragmentation through seeking doctrinal 
uniformity:-an uncompromisingly confessional approach can only lead to 
inward perforation so that, were the Gomarists to persist, they would break 
the public Church into warring pieces. He raised the spectre of the Dutch 
Anabaptists.‘who already have so many sects among them that there is 
hardly anyone who knows their.number, or all their names’.¥ 

Grotius tried to separate. the fundamentals of Christian belief, including 
the Trinity, from a secondary zone, including predestination, where confes- 
sional uniformity was inappropriate. At the heart of his Christian. republi- 
can ideology was his harnassing humanist scholarship to a campaign to 
convince the public that the States of Holland, and public Church, as upheld 
by the States, adhered fully: to Christian truth while, simultaneously, 
rejecting precisian intolerance, maintaining -a- broad, but also legitimate, 
toleration of disparate doctrines among its preachers. Assisted by Vossius, 
Grotius devoted much time, at this crucial juncture, to studying Pelagianism 
and Socinianism, with which, from the outset,:Counter-Remonstrants had 
stigmatized Arminius;: Vorstius, and all the Remonstrants. Grotius, who 
arranged Vossius’ appointment:as regent of the States College, at Leiden, in 
1615, warmly encouraged his vast study of the Pelagian and semi-Pelagian 
heresies.*> The aim of Vossius’ 800-page Historia Pelagianismi (Leiden, 
1618) was to prove that Remonstrants were. not Pelagians. Similarly, 
Grotius’ Defensio ... adversus:Faustum Socinum, published the previous 
year, was intended to show that Remonstrants were not Socinians and 
‘thereby cleanse Remonstrantism, and the regime,.of his opponents’ most 
damaging smear by unassailably ‘establishing the truth of the Trinity.” 
However, he had such difficulty with his proofs that. he. ended up merely 
demonstrating the weakness of the arguments against anti-Trinitarianism. 

Counter-Remonstrant theologians were assailed by Grotius, Vossius, and 
also Drusius, the leading light of Franeker, who, after prolonged silence, 
revealed his Remonstrant leanings with a blistering attack on Lubbertus, 
whom he (like Grotius) charged with unintentionally spreading, instead of 
checking, Socinian notions in the United Provinces. Lubbertus tried to 
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orchestrate a theological counter-offensive in the universities,?”? but the 
Counter-Remonstrants lacked the scholarly muscle of their adversaries. 
Especially embarrassing were the efforts of the new professor, Hermann 
Ravensperger, at Groningen, who published a supposedly crushing reply to 
Grotius, on Socinianism, in 1617, which elicited such a withering riposte 
from Vossius as to damage the standing of the university.” The Groningen 
university senate had to order their mediocrity to keep silent. 

The Arminians won the intellectual battle but lost the political. By the 
summer of 1617, after the disturbances at Amsterdam, The Hague, Brill, 
and Oudewater, and the Stadholder’s open endorsement of Counter- 
Remonstrantism, the atmosphere was so menacing that Oldenbarnevelt, and 
his allies, felt under siege. The Holland leadership were losing their grip. To 
shore up their crumbling position they took the step, in August 1617, which 
precipitated the final act of the drama and led on to the collapse of the 
regime. This was the passing of the so-called Sharp Resolution over the 
strenuous objections of the six cities known to the Gomarists as the ‘good 
towns’—Amsterdam, Dordrecht, Enkhuizen, Edam, Schiedam, and Pur- 
merend. The ‘Sharp Resolution,’ of 4 August 1617, empowered the Holland 
towns to raise special troops known as waardgelders to maintain order in 
each town, the troops swearing their allegiance to the municipality which 
paid them.” The resolution also declared that units of the regular army 
under Holland’s répartition owed their primary allegiance to the provincial 
States rather than to the States General. This assertion that sovereignty, in 
the United Provinces, lay entirely in the provinces infuriated the Counter- 
Remonstrant opposition. Always keen to appropriate the title of ‘patriots’, 
supporting the Union in politics, as they did Calvinist orthodoxy in the 
Church, supporters of the ‘good cause’ exploited the ‘Sharp Resolution’ to 
label their opponents traitors to the Generality and even covert collabora- 
tors of Spain. The Stadholder, Maurits, proclaimed the ‘Sharp Resolution’ 
an ‘affront to the true Reformed religion and our person’.*° By 1617, the 
Counter-Remonstrants spoke openly of the opposed ‘Remonstrant’ and 
‘true Christian Reformed religion’ as if they were two separate religions 
caught in a conflict which had to be fought to the bitter end. There was talk 
of civil war. Maurits, seeing the danger, proceeded, as in (most of) his 
military campaigns, with immense caution. 

The tension gripped all the larger Holland towns and also Utrecht which 
remained sullenly quiescent but where the city council, mindful that the 
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situation ‘in many places in Holland was leading more and more to strife 
and discord under pretext of religion’,*‘ and that unrest was likely in Utrecht 
too, proceeded, after the passing of the ‘Sharp Resolution’, to raise 600 
waardgelders for service in Utrecht. When the troops were in place, the 
raad proceeded to purge the city militia of Counter-Remonstrant militants, 
citing the alarming situation in Leiden as justification for its action: - 

The friction was indeed. at its most acute in Leiden, a city accounted by 
Carleton the ‘fountain of these dissensions’.»> By September 1617, the 
vroedschap was so apprehensive of an imminent outbreak of mob violence, 
and an attack on the town hall,* it resolved to cordon off, and barricade, 
the heart of the city (see PLATE 11) using the waardgelders to man the 
barricades and keep hostile crowds at bay. On 3 October—the anniversary 
of the lifting of the great siege of Leiden—there were clashes between 
townsmen and waardgelders in which several soldiers were injured by flying 
‘stones and one person killed.** Unsure of the militia, the regents attempted 
to secure theif position, in January 1618, by imposing a new oath. 
Discarding the vital phrase adopted during the Revolt, binding the militia 
to hold Philip -II and his ‘adherents’ as enemies, the regents substituted the 
obligation to support the burgomasters in repressing all commotion, an 
obvious attempt to bind them to back the regents against Counter-Remon- 
strant protest among the citizenry.2° Consequently, many refused to swear 
and some five to six hundred men were summarily purged from the militia. 
Soon after, the militia was purged also at Haarlem. 

Society polarized during the summer of 1617 and so did the Holland 
regents. All pretence of unity was now gone and the States of Holland split 
into two warring blocks. Delft, where the preachers and most regents were 
Arminian, but the working populace, as in the other manufacturing towns, 
and Amsterdam, overwhelmingly Counter-Remonstrant, voted for the 
‘Sharp Resolution’. But, intimidated by the ugly mood among the populace, 
and a disturbance early in September, in the New Church in Delft (where 
the mausoleum of William the Silent was housed), most of the city council 
now abandoned the Arminians, overruling Burgomaster Ewout van der 
Dussen, a loyal ally of Oldenbarnevelt.>’? Delft retreated into a tense 
neutrality which soon veered towards support for the Stadholder, the Delft 
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city council agreeing to support the call for a National Synod, in December 
1617.% The hard-core Arminian towns—Rotterdam, Leiden, Haarlem, 
Gouda, Alkmaar, Hoorn, Brill, and Schoonhoven—began during the sum- 
mer, holding separate gatherings of their representatives in The Hague.” 
The Counter-Remonstrant towns.did likewise. 

Maurits chiselled relentlessly at Oldenbarnevelt’s shrinking power base, 
dispatching letters to Holland regents who opposed Oldenbarnevelt or 
might be persuaded to do so.® He was in constant touch with Burgomaster 
Pauw, at Amsterdam, and bombarded the town councils of Medemblik and 
Monnikendam, wavering towns, whose representatives had been absent 
from the Hague, on 4 August, when the ‘Sharp Resolution’ was passed, 
urging them to protest at the manner of the resolution’s passing, as well as 
its content. He encouraged Counter-Remonstrant regents in Remonstrant 
towns—notably Jacob van Brouckhoven, at Leiden—to organize opposition 
to their colleagues and urged defecting towns, such as Delft, Medemblik, 
and Monnikendam, to back the call for a National Synod. In late November 
1617, the Stadholder toured several South Holland towns accompanied by 
his personal guard, trying to accelerate the process of defection from the 
ruling Arminian block. His proceedings increasingly alarmed Oldenbarne- 
velt’s supporters and there were persistent rumours about his intentions. In 
towns he visited, he harangued the regents on the dire catastrophe for 
Church and State which would result if there was not a prompt calling of a 
National Synod to settle the affairs of the Church. He also endeavoured, as 
Carleton put it, ‘to discharge himself of the imputation cast upon him by 
his enemies of affecting the sovereignty of this country’.*' 

During the weeks following the ‘Sharp Resolution’ it was widely expected 
that Maurits would soon launch an armed coup to topple Oldenbarnevelt 
and the Arminians. Many expected this after the Leiden riot, in October 
1617, when Maurits came in person to Brill, to change the garrison and 
assert his authority over it, precipitating a bitter clash with the Gecommit- 
teerde Raden of Holland. But still the Stadholder held back, wary of the 
appreciable support the Oldenbarnevelt regime still enjoyed both in and 
outside of Holland. To avoid civil war and too blatant an overturning of all 
accepted procedures, Maurits felt the need to prepare the ground yet further. 

Oldenbarnevelt suffered a series of defeats during the opening months of 
1618. In January, Maurits travelled to Nijmegen and took a step which he 
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had not previously dared to—although he claimed the authority to do it 
under the terms of his 1591 appointment, as Stadholder of Gelderland. 
Accompanied by the Chancellor of Gelderland, Gerlach van der Capellen 
(1543-1625), leader of the Counter-Remonstrant ridderschap of the Zutphen 
quarter, Maurits purged the Nijmegen raad, replacing its Arminian mem- 
bership with Counter-Remonstrants. The new raad reversed Nijmegen’s 
stand on the question of the National Synod and, in April, sacked the city’s 
three Arminian preachers.” Another humiliation for the Arminians took 
place at Heusden, then a distillation of the tensions infusing the Republic. 
The town had an Arminian vroedschap but predominantly Counter-Remon- 
strant population. It also had two of the ablest young Reformed preachers 
in the United Provinces, but on opposite sides, Johannes Grevius, from 
Cleves, one of the signatories of the Remonstrance of 1610, and the newly 
arrived Gisbertus Voetius, a zealous Counter-Remonstrant, destined in later 
decades to become the leading spokesman of Calvinist orthodoxy in the 
Republic. In order to avoid popular interference in the vroedschap elections 
for 1618, the Holland Gecommitteerde Raden sent a delegation, headed by 
Grotius, to supervise, and ensure the town’s continued Arminian allegiance. 
A new Arminian town council was installed. But no sooner did the visitors 
depart than rioting erupted and a Counter-Remonstrant mob stormed the 
town hall, ejecting the Arminians and replacing them with Counter-Remon- 
strants. Lacking control over the army garrison in the town, the Gecommit- 
teerde Raden had no choice but to accept the outcome of this daunting 
popular intervention in the political process. 

It was clear the resolution of the great crisis could not be long delayed. 
The garrisons at Brill, Heusden, Oudewater, and elsewhere were refusing to 
obey the Gecommitteerde Raden. Town councils were being set aside, in 
Holland by popular intervention, and, in Gelderland, by the Stadholder. 
The eight resolutely Arminian towns of Holland, holding separate gather- 
ings, in The Hague, asked their three leading pensionaries, Grotius, Hoger- 
beets, and Johan de Haen, of Haarlem, to compose a declaration 
denouncing the illegality of recent proceedings and threatening to withhold 
Holland’s contribution to the Generality budget.*? This was put to the full 
States of Holland, by the Haarlem delegation, on 23 January 1618. The 
Arminian towns also proposed the recruitment of more waardgelders and, 
for this, needed both justifying arguments and to divert funds from the 
coffers of the Generality. The strictly military value of the waardgelders 
might have been limited. But expanding their numbers was a means of 


“ Jenniskens, Magistraat van Nijmegen, 2, 7. % Den Tex, Oldenbamevelt, iii. 553. 


Fall of the Oldenbarnevelt Regime 445 


exerting pressure on the Stadholder, and other provinces, by stepping up the 
threat of civil war. During March, accompanied ‘by fierce encounters in 
the States of Holland, the Arminian towns resumed their recruiting, as did 
the city of Utrecht.“ 

For Maurits, the next step was to mobilize the five provinces against 
Holland and Utrecht. In March 1618 he attended the States of Gelderland 
in person, justifying his action in Nijmegen, and persuading the States to 
reject the protests of Holland, and the purged magistrates, and direct their 
delegates in the States General to support his call for disbandment of the 
waardgelders in Holland and Utrecht.* In May, Maurits attended the States 
of Overijssel, in person, and persuaded the still wavering ridderschap to 
support him. That left only the city of Kampen still resisting in the whole 
eastern part of the Republic. On § May 1618, the unwaveringly Arminian 
raad of Kampen, gathered with the town’s Sworn Council, discussed a letter 
from Maurits, urging them finally to assent to the calling of a National 
Synod to resolve the religious differences unsettling the provinces and 
Union. Kampen replied that a National Synod would not resolve anything 
but simply create ‘more disorder and disunity’.“© The States of Overijssel 
then decided to go ahead without Kampen and join the provinces, calling 
for a National Synod and disbandment of the waardgelders.“’ Only in May, 
after bringing heavy pressure to bear by means of a delegation headed by 
three principal nobles of the province—Sweder van Haersolte (who was 
increasingly Maurits’s right-hand-man in Overijssel), Hendrik Bentinck 
(drost of Salland), and Johan van Raesfelt-—-was Kampen’s ostensible assent 
finally extracted.“ 

By the spring of 1618 morale within the pro-Arminian grouping of the 
States of Holland had been seriously eroded. In desperation Oldenbarnevelt 
and Grotius strove to steel their supporters’ resolution. ‘There is a discourse 
presented by Mons Barnevelt but penned by Grotius to the towns of 
Holland’, reported Carleton in April, ‘to puff up their spirits, telling them 
how the ancient Batavi were socii Imperit Romani, with such like pedantical 
stuff; concluding, because that Holland is more ancient, greater and richer 
than the rest of the United Provinces, ergo they must have no National 
Synod.’ The Arminians at the same time stepped up their campaign. of 
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innuendo about Maurits’s-personal political ambition. To this the Counter- 
Remonstrants retorted that the Stadholder was merely standing up for his 
rights and that the States: of Holland, as Carleton put it, ‘have for a long 
space undermined his authority and left him nothing in effect but the bare 
title of governor of the: country’.” 

As the wrangling over the National Synod: and waardgelders intensified, 
other constitutional aspects of the struggle also received more attention than 
before. In June and September 1617, a bare majority of the provinces in the 
States General—Friesland, Groningen; Zeeland; and Gelderland (without 
the consent of the Nijmegen quarter)—had voted to convene the National 
Synod (in May 1618) and invite delegations to attend from the Church of 
England and Reformed churches:of France, Geneva, the Palatinate, and 
Hesse.*' By May 1618, this had become a more convincing majority, now 
including the Nijmegen quarter and Overijssel. But the Remonstrants (and 
Grotius in particular) argued that the vote in the States General was ‘illegal’. 
Neither side held that-decisions in the States General had to be unanimous; 
it would have been absurd for Grotius to do so, for many decisions had 
been taken in the States General, at Holland’s prompting, since the 1590s, 
by majority vote, over the objections of other provinces, especially Friesland 
and Zeeland. Indeed, Grotius expressly asserted that neither the Dutch 
Republic, nor any republic, could function unless its highest deliberations 
were settled by majority vote, with the minority accepting the decision.” His 
argument was that sovereignty resided in the individual provinces and that 
it was solely in spheres where the provinces had agreed to delegate part. of 
their sovereignty that majority voting in the States General was valid. 
Religion and church policy, however, did not pertain to the States General. 
In religion, each province was fully sovereign and there was no requirement 
for Holland to conform to the majority.“ Equally, Holland, as a sovereign 
‘province, could do whatever her States deemed necessary to safeguard 
internal order and could do this without infringing the Generality’s respons- 
ibility for the armed forces of the Union. 

The Stadholder was interested in the practical aspects, rather than theory. 
Yet in his speech to the States of Overijssel, in May 1618, he refused to 
concede that sovereignty lay wholly in the individual provinces, though he 
granted that much of it did; Maurits asserted that the religious divisions 
within, and between, the provinces had to be settled by the States General 
“as representing the highest government of the United Netherlands by whose 
authority all differences and difficulties of importance over the last thirty 
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years have been settled’.* If it is to be left to each individual province 
to settle the religious differences then they cannot be settled and the unity 
of the provinces and state will be irreparably damaged. In effect, what 
Maurits claimed, as his party consistently maintained later, was that 
sovereignty in the United Provinces.was divided between the provinces and 
the Generality. 

On 9 July 1618 the States General began deliberating the disbandment of 
the waardgelders raised in Holland and Utrecht. These provinces protested 
the illegality of this proceeding, claiming that as sovereigns, they were 
entitled to raise; and maintain, troops, for internal reasons, as and when 
they saw fit. On this point, even Dordrecht agreed with Oldenbarnevelt. The 
other provinces, however, insisted that under the: terms of the Union 
everything concerning defence, armed forces, and military command per- 
tained to the Generality and Stadholders. The States General then voted 
through the disbandment of the waardgelders in Holland and Utrecht, by 
five provinces to two. Next the States General appointed a commission 
drawn from the five provinces to accompany the Stadholder on his interven- 
tion in. Utrecht, where disbandment, on the orders of the Generality, was to 
begin. 

Oldenbarnevelt, Grotius, and their adherents now revealed the fundamen- 
tal inconsistency in their position. They claimed each province was sover- 
eign. But the provinces did not have their own armies. There was only the 
one army. of the Union, under the control of the Generality and the 
Stadholder. Not. all the garrison commanders automatically supported 
Maurits. Some, including the commander of the English garrison at 
Utrecht, sympathized with Oldenbamevelt and Ledenberg. In desperation, 
Oldenbarevelt. sent Grotius and Hogerbeets at the head of a supposedly 
States of Holland delegation (authorized in fact by only a minority. of 
towns) with instructions for officers of army units in the province of Utrecht 
that their first obligation was to the province which paid them, that is 
(mostly) Holland, and that where there was.a clash of authority they 
must ignore the orders of the States General and Stadholder. These. instruc- 
tions flatly contradicted what, since the mid-1580s, had been standard 
Dutch political and military practice. They were to provide the core of the 
subsequent treason charges which their enemies were to bring against 
Oldenbarnevelt, Grotius, and Hogerbeets, and were seen as clear evidence 
that they had overturned the fundamental principles of the Union. A meet- 
ing of Counter-Remonstrant Holland regents .at the house of Gerrit 
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Witsen,:Pauw’s chief ally at: Amsterdam, organized a.:counter-deputation to 
Utrecht to assure the troops there that Holland would not stop their. pay.» 

Maurits brought additional troops into Utrecht and then commenced 
enforcing his, and the States General’s, authority. There was no resistance. 
Ledenberg and Taurinus fied to Holland. The city’s 900 waardgelders were 
disarmed, watched by Maurits and a large military force on 31. July~—a 
drama long to be remembered as a decisive event-in the history of the city 
of Utrecht. All members of the Delegated States were purged. Maurits did 
not: eject anyone from the Utrecht ridderschap but did put in seven new 
nobles.of Counter-Remonstrant views.* Most pro-Arminian.members of the 
city council were removed and replaced. Chastened, the States of Utrecht, 
now dominated by ‘friends of Maurits, duly voted in favour of calling a 
National Synod.. Ledenberg’s successor as..Advocate of the States of 
Utrecht, Anthonie van. Hilten, a‘confidant of .Maurits, had no previous 
connection with the province.*’ 

Early in August, the vroedschap also accepted the petition of the Counter- 
Remonstrant citizenry, calling themselves the “true Reformed Church of 
Christ in. Utrecht’, .asking for one of the:main churches to be assigned to 
them, the ‘true Reformed’. The ecclesiastical position in the city was now 
indeed bizarre and was to remain so for many. months. Officially, there was 
only one public Church. But, in practice, the vroedschap now ruled that 
there were two. The cathedral of Utrecht, the Dom,. was, for the time being, 
left in the possession of the Remonstrants, who had not yet been condemned 
by a National Synod and saw themselves as the authentic.public Church.” 
Apart from Faurinus, the other Remonstrant preachers in the city—and 
there were no Counter-Remonstrants—remained at their pulpits. Yet. the 
city council accepted the charge that the ‘religion provided in the city’s 
public churches:did not conform to the ‘pure Reformed Christian Religion 
comprised in: the Netherlands Confession and the Heidelberg Catechism’, 
deemed Remonstrantism a religion apart from, and incompatible with, ‘the 
true Reformed religion’, and set up a separate Reformed.community.*? 

Seeing that further resistance was hopeless, Oldenbarnevelt and his allies 
abandoned: the struggle. Leiden and Rotterdam disbanded their waard- 
gelders on .22 and 23 August and the other towns soon followed. Yet 
Oldenbarnevelt ‘and Grotius still hoped to avoid complete capitulation. 


$5 Den Tex, Oldenbarnevelt, iii. 606. 

*. Den Tex; ‘Staten in Oldenbarnevelt’s tijd’, 86. 

57 Smit, ‘Prins Maurits en de goede zaak’, 52. 

* GA Utrecht 2/121. res. vroed. 5 Aug. and 5 Sept. 1618. 
*% Ibid. 27 July 1618:: 


Fall of the Oldenbarnevelt Regime 449 


They finally acquiesced in a National Synod to settle the Arminian-— 
Gomarist controversies, but still hoped to influence the proceedings and 
salvage something of Holland’s leadership of the Union.© ‘This business 
would prove Penelope’s web’, concluded Carleton, ‘unless these men be 
layde hold on.”*' The question was whether the States General could arrest 
the principal figures of the States of Holland, including their Advocate, 
without the consent of the States of that province. No such thing had ever 
occurred before. But the principle that sovereignty lay partly in the States 
General, and that Holland and Utrecht had infringed that sovereignty, was 
deployed to justify this step. The States General passed a secret resolution, 
on 28 August, authorizing Maurits and a Generality commission, appointed 
to secure the ‘common good’, to investigate recent actions of Holland and 
Utrecht subversive of the Union and take necessary action to ensure the 
security of the state. On the strength of this; Maurits proceeded, the next 
day, to arrest Oldenbarnevelt, Grotius, and Hogerbeets, at the Binnenhof, 
in The Hague,:and Advocate Ledenberg, of the States of. Utrecht, the 
following day. 
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aurits kept his ‘three principal prisoners at the Binnenhof, in The 

Hague, ‘well-guarded’, as Slade noted, and ‘very pensive’. The Prince 
of Orange, as he now was (since the death in Brussels, in February, of his 
Catholic older half-brother, Philips Willem), wielded greater authority, from 
the summer of 1618 until his death in 1625, than any man in the United 
Provinces since his father’s assassination thirty-four years before. Oldenbar- 
nevelt was removed; Maurits was now the presiding figure in the state. This 
meant that he had to form his own ruling circle and methods of managing 
the complex political machinery of the Republic. 

During 1617-18 Holland had been repeatedly overruled in the States 
General by a majority of provinces, and the prestige of the Generality had 
been much enhanced. But clearly, in the longer run, the United Provinces 
could not be managed by trying to subordinate Holland to the collective will 
of the lesser provinces, under the leadership of the Stadholder. Power and 
authority in the United provinces could only be based on Holland, with the 
rest playing a subsidiary role. Some historians have assumed from this that 
little changed in the political character of the Republic: whether Oldenbar- 
nevelt or Maurits stood at the helm could make no difference to Holland’s 
underlying dominance in terms of population and resources.' Outwardly, 
the constitutional forms and procedures of the United Provinces remained 
unchanged.” The Republic was still an intricate cross between confeder- 
acy and federal state in which one province, Holland, presided over the 
others. 

Nevertheless, it is wrong to suppose that Maurits’s coup changed little in 
the political character of the Dutch state. In fact, it marked one of the most 
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fundamental shifts of the Golden Age. Dutch institutions, since 1579, were 
so elastic that, without changing the outward fagade, it was possible to 
transform the reality within, and this is what Maurits and the Counter- 
Remonstrants now did. Holland’s previously unchallenged preponderance 
was ended and executive. power, in effect, transferred to the stadholderate 
with many profound and in some cases enduring consequences. In the 
medium, as well as short, term the curtailment.of Holland’s hegemony in 
decision-making—especially in church affairs, foreign policy, and military 
matters—was far-reaching. The steps Maurits took to enhance his authority 
in Overijssel, Utrecht, and Gelderland, and subordinate the States of 
Holland to himself, as Stadholder, enabled him to forge an entirely new 
relationship between Holland and the rest, under his leadership. Having 
purged pro-Remonstrant nobles from positions of influence in Overijssel, 
Utrecht, and Gelderland, he brought to the fore Counter-Remonstrant 
nobles, already well-connected in their respective provinces, who, from this 
point on, assisted him to manage affairs in their quarters, provinces, and the 
Generality colleges. Especially prominent, in the new regime, were Sweder 
van Haersolte, pre-eminent in the States of Overijssel; Gerlach van der 
Capellen, Chancellor of the Hof of Gelderland; Arnold van Randwijk, who 
had played a chief part in pushing through Gelderland’s vote in favour of 
a National Synod, and who represented Gelderland in the Raad van State; 
and Adriaen Ploos van Amstel (1585-1639), from 1618 Maurits’s principal 
manager in the States of Utrecht. Ploos now headed. the Utrecht delegation 
to the Generality and was nominated one of Oldenbarnevelt’s judges; like 
Van Haersolte he was to continue as a leading figure of the new regime also 
after Maurits’s death, in 1625.3 

The Prince extended his new ruling group also to Holland, ‘choosing 
comparable men with whom he could work, who would be subservient to 
his authority, but yet command sufficient influence in their province, to help 
him manage the ridderschap and States of Holland. Oldenbarnevelt’s control 
of the Holland ridderschap had been an essential part of his power base. 
Until August 1618, Adriaen van Mathenesse (c.1560-1621), a friend of 
Oldenbarnevelt and, according to Carleton, a ‘passionate Arminian’, had 
headed the preponderant Remonstrant grouping in the Holland ridderschap, 
Mathenesse.and his allies excluding from the college eligible noblemen from 
qualified families but of contrary theological leanings. These men Maurits 
now introduced, chief among them being Nicolaas van den Bouchorst, lord 
of Wimmenum, who in subsequent years acted as Maurits’s regular manager 
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of the ridderschap and, together with Pauw, one of the two new chief figures 
of the States of Holland. Besides introducing four qualified Counter- 
Remonstrants, from old Holland noble families, the Prince also brought in 
two more dubious additions to the Holland ridderschap, Francois van 
Aerssen, the most experienced diplomat, and talented politician, in Mau- 
rits’s entourage, a nobleman but a Brabanter (and a close friend of Van den 
Bouchorst), and: Daniel de Hertaing, seigneur de Marquette, a Walloon 
army officer who was one of Maurits’s most trusted aides.‘ At the same time, 
while Mathenesse himself:was allowed to remain—he was old and sick—two 
younger Holland nobles who had opposed Maurits—Cornelis van der Mijle, 
a bitter foe of Van Aerssen, and Reinoud van Brederode (both sons-in-law 
of Oldenbarnevelt)—were expelled. 

Maurits may not have remodelled the Holland ridderschap, as an institu- 
tion, but he did alter its political and theological complexion, turning it into 
a pliant instrument of his authority: Moreover, while the Holland ridder- 
schap had already been playing an important role in the States of Holland, 
under Oldenbarnevelt, under Maurits its.influence increased. Maurits, who 
relied on noblemen to help him manage the States of Overijssel, Utrecht, 
and Gelderland, transformed the general tone and character of government 
at The Hague, enhancing the position of the ridderschap also in. Holland. 
Under Maurits, from 1618, noblemen became more prominent (in the 
medium term), regents less so. Even the most important of Maurits’s regent 
allies, the Amsterdam. burgomaster, Reinier Pauw, was assigned only a 
relatively modest place in the new arrangements. This downgrading of. the 
regents, inevitably, was. both noticed and resented. A clandestine anti-Mau- 
rits tract published in 1620, according to Carleton a ‘pernicious pamphlet’, 
denounced Van Aerssen, Van den Bouchorst, Johan van Duivenvoorde, 
‘and all the noblesse of Holland as (Maurits’s] instruments of tyranny, 
inciting the people to commotion for liberty’ .°. 

But at the heart of the revolution was the purging of ‘Arminians’ from 
the town councils. The first purges in Holland, at Schoonhoven and Brill, 
commenced a few days after Oldenbarnevelt’s arrest, Maurits,.in consult- 
ation with Pauw, selecting ‘well-affected’ persons, especially men of strong 
Counter-Remonstrant leanings, to replace the ousted Arminians.° The role 
of the regents may now have. been reduced, but until he had purged the 
vroedschappen, the Prince could not rely on the quiescence of the States of 
Holland which was essential to enforcing his authority and stable and 
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effective government. In a vote in the States of Holland less than a month 
after Oldenbarnevelt’s fall, only nine of the eighteen voting towns of 
Holland approved of their Advocate’s arrest.’ Six towns, headed by Haarlem, 
Leiden, and Rotterdam, insisted that any charges against the arrested men 
should be heard by the States ‘of Holland as the competent authority.: Two 
more towns——Delft and. Medemblik—had refrained from expressing a view. 
The situation, as of September 1618, scarcely provided a basis for stable 
government under Maurits leadership. He had no choice, having gone thus 
far, but to remove, or neutralize, the men who had opposed him. 

During the autumn of 1618, Maurits systematically purged the Holland 
towns which -had backed Oldenbarnevelt or where there were substantial 
‘Arminian’ factions. The Prince’s visitations marked the beginning of a new 
era in each town. Alkmaar was one of the first he visited. After securing the 
town with troops, Maurits staged his entry, on 18 October, accompanied by 
an imposing entourage and 180 musketeers. He summoned the vroedschap 
and removed sixteen regents ‘for the service’, as he explained, ‘of the land 
and future tranquillity of the town’s inhabitants’.* Only eight members of 
the old vroedschap remained, among them Pieter Jansz. Schagen, a zealous 
Counter-Remonstrant selected as one of Oldenbarnevelt’s judges. The town 
militia was also purged and made to swear a new oath of allegiance. 

The Prince sent troops into Leiden, on 20 October, and three days later 
arrived to purge the vroedschap, ‘with much applause of the people’, 
replacing no fewer than twenty-two of the city’s regents. Next he descended 
with his entourage on Haarlem, assembling the vroedschap and justifying his 
action as necessary to curtail unrest; he expelled thirteen regents, introduc- 
ing twenty new men.’ At Rotterdam, where he appeared four days later, 
Maurits removed fifteen and brought in seventeen new men, including a 
well-to-do cloth merchant, Jan Jansz. Kalf, father of one of the greatest 
still-life painters of the Golden Age, Willem Kalf.'° Most of the Gouda 
vroedschap was purged on 1 November. Amsterdam, though a Counter- 
Remonstrant city, also received an impressive visitation from the Prince."' For, 
there too, though a minority, there were supporters of Oldenbarnevelt, and 
toleration, in the vroedschap; seven noted ‘libertines’ were ousted, though 
the Prince spared the now old and ailing Hooft. As elsewhere, the Stad- 
holder’s visit was marked by banquets and elaborate festivities. The rhetoric 
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chamber d'Egilantier—in the past no friend of Counter-Remonstrantism— 
staged an allegory, proclaiming Maurits the ‘champion of God’s Church’. 

A: direct result of these purges was the disappearance of regents with 
experience of government and administration, men educated and trained for 
the public sphere with the leisure. to devote their energies to vroedschap 
affairs. They were: replaced with inexperienced, and less educated, men 
frequently with businesses to attend to and apt to devote less time and 
attention to civic and provincial business than their predecessors, a. not 
inconsiderable factor in the most: striking political result of the coup of 
1618—the reduced role of the Holland towns. 

This shift was inherent in Maurits’s overthrow of Oldenbarnevelt. After 
his coup, the Stadholder, eager to protect his power, took care to avoid 
being saddled with another strong leader of the States of Holland. For any 
competent figure leading the States would, sooner or later, be. bound to 
emerge as a rival for the leadership of the Republic. It thus became a matter 
of high policy—and was to remain such until the late 1640s—to ensure the 
election of a Pensionary of Holland—for Oldenbamevelt’s title of ‘Advo- 
cate’ was now abolished—who would not just be less assertive but be an 
instrument in the Stadholder’s hands. Also the Pensionary’s functions were 
reduced.” It is indeed ironic that Andries de Witt, uncle of the greatest 
Pensionary of Holland of the second half of the seventeenth century—Johan 
de Witt—was co-opted, following Oldenbarnevelt’s fall, to serve as acting 
Pensionary, precisely because he was a man of little experience and no 
weight whatsoever, a professed Counter-Remonstrant, only recently ap- 
pointed Pensionary of Dordrecht.’ De Witt continued in this function until 
January 1621, when an election was held to choose a new permanent 
Pensionary. It is striking that only one of the three candidates in this 
election—Reinier Pauw of Amsterdam—had much standing in the assem- 
bly, the others being Anthonis Duyck, a functionary without a power base 
in any Holland city, and, again, Andries de Witt. The last was the least able 
of the three but, as Carleton noted, the ‘disabilitie he hath shewed doth no 
whit hinder him in regard there is the lesse suspicion of his attayning to his 
predecessour’s greatness’.'5 The fact that Duyck was elected shows how 
far-reaching was the political revolution initiated by Maurits, and the 
Counter-Remonstrants, in 1618-19. For Duyck was a creature of the 
Stadholder, and the Generality, not a leader of the States of Holland, of 
which he had scant experience. 


" Evenhuis, Ook dat was Amsterdam, i. 250. 
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The purges were by ‘no means confined to the city councils‘and provincial 
States. The conflict of the Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants had 
pervaded the whole of politics and society as well:as Church and education, 
and the process was bound to extend also to the civic militias, consistories, 


TABLE 24. The Advocates and Pensionaries of the States of Holland, 1513~1 795 


Pensionary } 
(before 1618 ‘Advocate’) 


Albrecht van Loo 
Aert van der Goes 
Adriaen van der Goes 
Jacob van den Eynde 
Paulus Buys 

Johan van Oldenbarnevelt 
Andries de Witt . 
Anthonis Duyck, 
Jacob Cats . 
Adriaen Pauw 

Jacob Cats 

Adriaen Pauw 

Johan de Witt 

Gaspar Fagel 

Michael ten Hove 
Anthonie: Heinsius’ 
Isaac van Hoornbeeck 
Simon van. Slingelandt 


Anthonie van der Heim 
Jacob Gilles 


Pieter Steyn 

Pieter van Bleyswijk 
Laurens Pieter van de 
_ Spiegel 


‘Native town 


‘Delft? 


Delft 
Delft 


Amersfoort 


Amersfoort 


‘Dordrecht 


Hoom 


Brouwershaven 


Amsterdam 
Brouwershaven 
Amsterdam 
Dordrecht 


‘Haarlem 


Delft 
Leiden 
Dordrecht 


The Hague. 


Haarlem 
Delft 
Middelburg . 


“ Died during: his imprisonment by Alva in 1569. 


Previous Office ‘. 


jurist of the Hof © 
jurist of the Hof 
jurist of the Hof 


-pensionary of Delft 


pensionary of Leiden 


-_pensionary of Rotterdam 
..pensionary of Dordrecht 


griffier of Hof of Holland 
pensionary of Dordrecht 
pensionary of Amsterdam 
pensionary of Dordrecht 
official of SH 
pensionary of Dordrecht 
griffier of States General 
pensionary of Haarlem 
pensionary of Delft 
pensionary of Rotterdam 
treasurer-general of 
Generality 
treasurer-general of 
Generality 
deputy griffier of States 
General 


‘burgomaster of Haarlem 


pensionary of Delft .. 
Pensionary of Zeeland 


Terin 


1513-24 
1524-43 
1543-60 


1560-8" 


1572-85 
1586-1618 


_, 1618-21 


1621-9 
1629-31 
1631-6 
1636-52 
1652-3 
1653-72 
1672-88 
1688-9 
1689-1720 
1720-7 
1727-36 


1737-46 
1746-9 
1749-72 


1772-87 
1787-95 


schools, and universities, as well as the preachers of the public Church. 
Along with the. .vroedschappen, the militias were an urgent priority, 
being the guardians of law and order and civic awareness. The authority of 
the new regents would inevitably remain precarious until Arminians 
were removed especially from positions of -command and replaced with 
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Counter-Remonstrants committed to the new regime.'® This was done so 
methodically that the exercise affected even the militia group portraits. The 
Haarlem painter Frans de'Grebber (c.1570-1640), having finished .a large 
militia piece in 1614, from which he was subsequently asked to paint out 
four of the figures (who had been among the Counter-Remonstrants 
expelled from the Haarlem militia in‘1617), was now required to paint the 
men in.again.'’ The militia purges of 1618 were drastic yet in several cases 
initially insufficient. Faced by an outbreak of rioting: in Hoorn and 
Alkmaar, in March 1619, Maurits sent Marquette, with troops, to restore 
order and purge the militias again."* Even then troops had to be kept in 
Hoorn, Alkmaar, and Schoonhoven for many months. 

It was not only the personnel but also the colours and oaths of the civic 
militias which were: changed. The St Joris militia company, of Haarlem, 
when painted by Frans Hals, in his first great militia piece -(1616), wore 
sashes, and carried banners, sporting their own colours and those ‘of’ the 
town. The tradition of the militias, under the Arminians, was essentially 
local and civic and, in the case of the Utrecht militia (who took an oath of 
allegiance to the States of their’ province as well as to the city), also 
provincial.’? After 1618, Hals and the other painters of militia pieces show 
us the same companies now wearing the orange, white, and blue of the 
Generality or the orange of the Stadholder. The implication was that the 
militias were entrusted with more than simply upholding law. and order 
locally: they were now also, as they had been during the war against Spain, 
defenders of the Union and the Generality. 

Purging the militias was attended to urgently. Other elements of the 
Counter-Remonstrant revolution proceeded more slowly. Although the 
Counter-Remonstrants had been actively planning their National Synod, 
since March 1618, when Pauw convened a meeting in the Amsterdam town 
hall attended also by representatives from Leiden and Enkhuizen, this 
long-awaited assembly to end the dissension in the public Church gathered 
only in November and got round to formal condemnation of Arminian 
theology, only in the spring of 1619. Before this there was no authorized 
basis for sacking preachers, schoolmasters, and academics, so that the 
purges in the ecclesiastical and academic spheres tended to be long delayed. 
The commission to purify Leiden university began work only in August 


© GA Utrecht 2/121. res. vroed. 2 and 12 Nov. 1618; GA Kampen’ Oud-archief 24, fo. 103. 
res. raad, 22 Sept. 1618. 
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1619. A recalcitrant schoolmaster at Kampen, who refused to teach the 
Netherlands Confession or, later, sign the acts of the Synod of Dordrecht, 
was not dismissed until August 1620.° Naturally, in the case of good 
teachers there was hesitation, and disagreement, as to how to proceed. But 
even those willing to sign the Acts of the National Synod were not 
necessarily. safe from being purged. Dirk Schrevelius,-rector of the Latin 
school at Haarlem and, since 1607, member of'the Remonstrant vroedschap, 
was purged from the town hall in 1618 ‘but not stripped of his rectorship 
until after prolonged deliberation, in 1620.” 

Even so, the theological rift was too bitter and divisive simply to be 
shelved until the National Synod had done its work. On a de facto. basis, 
‘cleansing’ the Church began much earlier, even though it could nowhere be 
carried through, systematically, until well into 1619. At Leiden, a de facto 
division of the public Church began as early as 1614 when the two sides 
agreed to use the city’s two large churches by turns.” In most Remonstrant 
towns, however, the regents had refused to permit any form of separation, 
to accommodate Counter-Remonstrant preaching. Accordingly, in these 
towns the Counter-Remonstrant public had neither preachers, nor school- 
masters, consistory,.or even a church at their disposal at the time of 
Maurits’s coup d’état. 

Thus, the first priority of the new regime in church affairs was to establish 
Counter-Remonstrant congregations where these were lacking and assign to 
them the principal churches. At Utrecht, the (still predominantly Remon- 
strant) consistory was asked to surrender the cathedral to those of the ‘true 
Reformed. religion’ voluntarily, to avoid disturbances, but refused. In 
September 1618, the new Counter-Remonstrant Pensionary harangued the 
consistory but the latter remained adamant that there was no basis on which 
they could be dispossessed of the city’s main church before the National 
Synod had even commenced.”} Eventually, the vroedschap expelled them 
but, for some months, still permitted Remonstrant services in the city’s 
other public churches. Only in February 1619 did the vroedschap forbid 
Remonstrant preachers to conduct services, in the city, and only following 
the Synod were they stripped of their livings—and houses, where these 
belonged to the consistory.. 

At Utrecht, Haarlem, and Leiden, where. there was strong Counter- 
Remonstrant support, the purging of Remonstrantism began early and 


© GA Kampen Oud-archief 24, fo. 132.:res..raad, 2, Aug. 1620. 
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proceeded in stages. By contrast, in Rotterdam, Gouda, Alkmaar, and 
Kampen, where the citizenry. were predominantly Remonstrant in‘ sym- 
pathy, the town councils were much slower. to act and had done little, or 
nothing, by the time the National Synod concluded its deliberations. At 
Alkmaar, no move was made until a special. commission, including Petrus 
Plancius, arrived——amid the jeers of a Remonstrant crowd; Maurits had to 
send troops, to secure the city, before. the commission could set to work.” 
Under armed guard, they examined the preachers of the classis, of whom 
they dismissed four. The first Counter-Remonstrant services in the main 
church at Alkmaar were highly charged events likewise. conducted under 
armed guard. At Gouda, the new Counter-Remonstrant: vroedschap pro- 
ceeded with equal caution.” They dared not dispossess the Remonstrants of 
the great Sint Jans Church until after the formal condemnation of Remon- 
strantism and it was not until 28 July 1619 that the first Counter-Remon- 
strant sermon—delivered by a preacher borrowed from Delft—was read in 
the main church. Even then, the occasion was a disaster from ‘the Counter- 
Remonstrant point of view.” Congregants jeered, and stamped their feet, 
the solemnities lapsing into uproar. Over the next-weeks, the city seethed 
with unrest. Remonstrant conventicles were held and there were street 
disturbances. Worried, the Gecommitteerde Raden sent-two of its members 
to the Gouda vroedschap; offering troops. 

The trial of Oldenbarnevelt, Grotius, and: Hogerbeets too proceeded 
slowly. It was a trial of great political significance and also one:which posed 
some difficulty from a jurisdictional point of view, being unlike any 
previously conducted in the Republic...The first question to -resolve was 
whether the men were being tried by the Generality or States of Holland. 
The latter pointed out that they were the judicial authority in Holland; but 
the other provinces argued that the treason,.of which the defendants were 
being accused, had been perpetrated against the Generality.*”7 Under the 
eventual compromise, it was a trial by the States General but with the States 
of Holland playing a special role. Twenty-four judges were: chosen—twelve 
representing Holland and twelve the other six provinces, two from each— 
among them Pauw, Jacob van Broekhoven (leader. of the Counter-Remon- 
Sstrant party at Leiden). Adriaen Ploos (Utrecht), .:Goosen Schaffer 
(Groningen), and Maurits’s proxy.as: First: Noble.of Zeeland, Adriaen 
Manmaker. 


4 Van der Ploeg, Uit Alkmaars roemrijk verleden, 45. 
*5 GA Gouda OA 8 res. vroed. 23 and 28 Nov. 1618. 
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The trial dragged on for months. Oldenbarnevelt was dignified, even 
defiant. Grotius protested that the States General were not his sovereign and 
had no competence to try him, and his colleagues, but was otherwise 
submissive.*® The judges held that sovereignty in the United Provinces was 
divided between the States General and the individual provinces, rejecting 
Grotius’ view that each province possessed the sovereign right to settle the 
public Church as it saw fit, within its own borders. They also denied that 
individual provinces could legitimately raise troops or issue military orders. 
Oldenbarnevelt, Grotius, and Hogerbeets were found guilty of treason, on 
12 May 1619. To Oldenbarnevelt’s amazement (and that of many others), 
he was sentenced to death, the sentence to be carried out the next day, to 
avoid intercessions on his behalf. Even so, various personages at The 
Hague, including the French ambassador and Louise de Coligny, pleaded 
for his life. But Maurits remained adamant that reason of state required the 
old man’s execution.” On 13.May 1619, Holland’s 72-year-old Advocate 
was led out and beheaded, before a large crowd, at the Binnenhof. 

Grotius and Hogerbeets were sentenced to life imprisonment. The great 
scholar was transferred to Loevestein castle but, being who he was, could 
not decently be denied great quantities of books and paper for his research 
and writing. Whilst in prison he wrote much of his De Veritate Religionis 
Christianae and his introduction to the law of Holland. Eventually, his 
guards tired of searching his chests of books and it was in an empty chest 
that his wife and servants effected his famous escape, in March 1621. He 
fled to Antwerp, where he lodged with the former Rotterdam preacher 
Grevinchoven. On the expiry of the Truce, however, not wishing to attract 
adverse publicity in the Republic by staying in the Spanish Netherlands, he 
removed to Paris, where he spent most of the rest of his life. 

The purges, trial of Oldenbarnevelt, National Synod, and suppression of 
Remonstrantism imparted a new feel to the United Provinces, a changed 
atmosphere, reflected in many aspects of Dutch life. In the larger Holland 
towns, where the Stadholder’s influence in vroedschap elections had lapsed 
to a formality, or altogether, before 1618, stricter regulation by the Stad- 
holder was reimposed after 1618. At Alkmaar, where the States had been 
regulating vroedschap elections since 1610 but, in practice, leaving the 
vroedschap free to co-opt its own members, this freedom ended and the 
Stadholder took to choosing members from double lists presented to him 
each year. 


8 Thid. 87. 9 Ibid. 251. 
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‘Maurits was not particularly concerned to promote the glorification of his 
own person. Nevertheless, the change of regime, and his enhanced prestige, 
led to his portrait, and Orangist political allegories, engraved and painted, 
becoming more prevalent than before. Until August 1618, many people had 
displayed portrait prints of Oldenbarnevelt, Arminius, Uyttenbogaert, and 
Grotius in their homes. These were now removed.” Glorifying the House of 
Orange, through art chosen to embellish public buildings, and rich men’s 
houses, became—together with honouring the National Synod and sundry 
Calvinist theologians—integral to Counter-Remonstrant civic culture. A 
notable example is a large political allegory, celebrating the House of 
Orange, commissioned by the Haarlem vroedschap from Hendrik Pot, in 
1620; it extols the Christian virtues and political,:as well as military, skills 
of leading members of the House since William the Silent, including: his 
brothers, killed at Mook in 1574—a picture housed today (still in its 
magnificent original frame) in the Frans Hals Museum, in Haarlem. Several 
artists depicted Maurits overseeing the disbandment of the waardgelders at 
Utrecht, in July 1618, one of the graphic moments of the Counter-Remon- 
strant revolution, incorporating crowds of Counter-Remonstrant nobles, 
officers, and burghers, sporting orange cloaks, hatbands,: plumes, garters, 
and sashes. Adriaen van. der Venne produced a series of imposing engrav- 
ings of Maurits and Frederik Hendrik in the years around 1620. 


THE SYNOD OF DORDRECHT (DORDT), 1618-1619 


The tensely awaited National Synod finally convened—at Dordrecht rather 
than Amsterdam, as Pauw had hoped—in November 1618. From the outset, 
the Counter-Remonstrants intended it to be an international Calvinist 
gathering, authoritative for the whole of Reformed Europe, as well as the 
United Provinces. Outside the Republic, the synod was to be of particular 
importance for the Reformed Churches’ position in Germany. The Dutch 
participants were divided into ten ‘colleges’, one for each of the eight 
provincial synods, one for the Walloon Church (see p. 628 below), and the 
tenth for the theology faculties of the universities.*" The foreign colleges 
comprised delegations from Britain, Switzerland, and Germany. It had been 
hoped that the French Reformed Churches would also participate but Louis 
XIII refused to allow the Huguenots to attend, so that their place had to be 
marked by a symbolic empty bench (see Plate 13). The foreign colleges, 
especially the British, were by no means mere spectators and exerted a 
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certain moderating influence over the proceedings.” There were six official 
delegates from Britain, five from England..and: one, Walter. Balcanqual, 
from Scotland. There were ten German delegates in three delegations, from 
the Palatinate, Hesse, and Bremen. 

Each college drew up its views, on each point, and delivered a single vote: 
To preside, the gathering chose Johannes Bogerman, leader of the Frisian 
delegation, and a well-known Counter-Remonstrant controversialist. The 
synod was held under the auspices of the States General, and in the 
presence of eighteen political commissioners; one of whom was Jacob de 
Witt, father of the future Pensionary of Holland. The.agenda was by no 
means confined to the issue of Remonstrantism. Numerous other matters 
were dealt with including Church-State relations, procedures for appointing 
preachers, relations with the Lutheran Church, and, at.a later stage (at the 
desire of James.I of England), the question of bishops, and episcopal 
organization, in a Reformed context. Another. theme was the need for an 
authorized ‘States’ Bible, that is a Dutch Bible approved by the public 
Church and States General.* There were already several Dutch versions of 
Scripture. But the synod took the view that an entirely fresh, and authori 
tative, translation, from the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, was required, 
giving the appointed team of six chief translators, the exacting task of 
rendering Scripture into a standard Dutch.. States Bible Dutch was to be a 
carefully crafted compromise, especially between Brabants and Hollands.*5 

Even so, the National Synod was dominated by the issue of Arminianism. 
The Remonstrant preachers still residing in the Republic—Uyttenbogaert 
had fied, the day after Oldenbarnevelt’s arrest—chose their most formidable 
spokesman, Simon Episcopius, to lead their delegation. He was accompa- 
nied by other prominent Remonstrant preachers, including Bernardus 
Dwinglo and Johannes Corvinus, veteran publicists, from Leiden. Theologi- 
cal connoisseurs curious whether the Arminians would adopt a submissive, 
or defiant, stance learnt the answer, on 7 December, when Episcopius 
delivered a powerful address restating the Arminian case, demanding 
toleration within the public Church on all but the most fundamental points, 
and making some ‘unflattering allusions to Prince Maurits. The Remon- 
strants had reacted to the official propaganda campaign against them by 
feeding the current of innuendo about the Prince’s notorious sexual promi- 
scuity. This lent bite to veiled remarks about him made in official contexts. 
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Uyttenbogaert, as former preacher at the Binnenhof, was amply informed 
about Maurits’s compulsive pursuit of women of. every description and the 
Remonstrants.deliberately fed such talk—and the charge that the Prince 
aspired to sovereignty over the United Provinces—to impugn his reputation 
and integrity. 

That the National Synod would condemn. Arminius and Remonstrantism 
was scarcely in doubt. Nevertheless;.such:a gathering could not proceed to 
do so until all aspects of the matter had been thoroughly considered. This 
was inevitable ina great international theological gathering, but, from the 
point of view of Maurits and the Counter-Remonstrants, hardly convenient. 
For the delay hampered suppression of Remonstrantism in Holland, 
Utrecht, and the parts of Gelderland and Overijssel where it was entrenched, 
allowing the Remonstrants a respite in which to organize and react. ‘The 
news, in March 1619, of a rival Remonstrant synod, held in secret, at 
Rotterdam, only.-added to Counter-Remonstrant impatience. During 
March, the Republic was. shaken by a:wave of pro-Remonstrant disturb- 
ances at Rotterdam, Hoorn, Alkmaar, and Kampen.*’ Troops had to be 
deployed to restore order. ‘ 

It was not until the. 137th sitting of the-synod,: in May 1619, that the 
assembly finally condemned the Remonstrants as heretics, disseminators of 
false doctrine, and ‘perturbateurs’ of state and Church. A‘list of Arminian 
preachers was drawn up together with.a formula of submission to which 
those prepared to recant (and: keep their livings), and remain within the 
public Church, would have to subscribe. The formula pledged adherence to 
the Netherlands Confession and Heidelberg catechism, and acceptance of 
the Acts of the National. Synod. Of Remonstrants present at Dordrecht, 
only Henricus Leo, preacher at Zaltbommel; signed and kept his living. 
Those who refused were referred to the States General for banishment from 
the Republic. In June 1619, after 180 sessions, the thirty-one Dutch and 
twenty-eight foreign theologians gathered at Dordrecht concluded : their 
deliberations and received the approbation of the States General, and 
provincial assemblies, for their resolutions or ‘Acts’. 

In all about 200 Remonstrant preachers were deprived of their livings and 
the right to preach by the Dutch provincial and civic authorities during 
1619. Of these, around forty were subsequently rehabilitated after com- 
plying with the formula of submission. Another seventy or so-were perman- 
ently stripped of their pulpits but allowed to live quietly as private citizens 
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after signing a promise not to preach or engage further in theological 
dispute. The rest, those who refused to sign, or remain silent, totalling over 
eighty, were banished from the Republic, their expulsion. being entrusted to 
the Gecommitteerde Raden and Delegated States of the respective provinces. 
Those who sought to evade expulsion, and continue preaching clandestinely, 
could expect to be hunted and, if caught, imprisoned: 

Meanwhile, Uyttenbogaert, Episcopius, and their colleagues, in their 
places of refuge, had by.no means given up the struggle. In October 1619, 
Uyttenbogaert convened a Remonstrant synod, at Antwerp, with per- 
mission. of the Archduke Albert, who was eager to keep the Dutch 
theological strife on the-boil. The Antwerp gathering was attended by some 
forty Remonstrant preachers. They drew up rules and procedures for their 
international Remonstrant Church in exile and initiated negotiations with 
the Danish Crown and. several German towns, seeking permission for the 
public exercise of their faith. The Danish king permitted exiled Dutch 
Remonstrants to settle in his new port of Gliickstadt, in Holstein, on the 
lower Elbe, below Hamburg. The Antwerp synod also agreed plans to 
arrange clandestine preaching in the main centres of Remonstrant support 
in the Republic, and secret fund-raising, with which to pay stipends to 
Remonstrant preachers whether within the Republic or in exile.*? These 
efforts to organize met with some success. During 1621, the Dutch Remon- 
strant. Church in exile collected over 20,000 guilders in Holland, the bulk 
from the five towns where Remonstrant support was strong—Rotterdam, 
The Hague, Gouda, Alkmaar, and Hoorn—but also from Amsterdam, 
where, since 1617, the Remonstrants had gained some support.” Very little 
was collected elsewhere and nothing at all from Dordrecht, where Remon- 
strantism was practically non-existent. 

Joined by their families and a few businessmen, often relatives, the 
Remonstrant preachers in exile formed congregations at Antwerp, Waal- 
wijk, a Brabant border village under the archduke’s control (close to 
Heusden), Hamburg, Glickstadt, Friedrichstadt, and Wesel, in the duchy 
of Cleves, where the Spanish governor (who already allowed Reformed, as 
well as Catholic, worship)" was favourably disposed. But on the expiry of 
the Truce, in April 1621, most Remonstrants in the Spanish Netherlands 
departed in order to avoid the stigma of being on enemy territory.“ Many 
migrated to north-western Germany; Uyttenbogaert and Episcopius, like 
Grotius, moved to France. 
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Until 1618 Remonstrant influence had been widespread in Holland and 
by no means only in the main towns. Remonstrantism had been strong also 
in Utrecht and, after 1619, the Remonstrant Church in exile was able to 
keep communities in being at Utrecht, Amersfoort, Wijk-bij-Duurstede, and 
also in the villages of Woudenburg and. Bunschoten.* In addition, there 
were still pockets of Remonstrant support in Overijssel, the Nijmegen 
quarter, and at Dokkum, in Friesland. Also the Remonstrant Church in 
exile disposed of a number of preachers.of. exceptionally high intellectual 
and moral calibre. But while it proved possible to sustain links with the 
main centres of Remonstrant support within the Republic, it-was difficult to 
do so—either from abroad or the main centres within the Republic—with 
the many small towns and villages where, prior to 1619, Remonstrant 
preachers had built up a following. Thus, it is: by no means correct to say 
that the Counter-Remonstrant repression of the years 1618-21 was ineffect- 
ive. On the contrary, it severely taxed the limited resources of the Remon- 
strant Church in exile and eroded its following, especially outside the main 
cities of Holland. 

Counter-Remonstrant suppression of Remonstrantism, ‘in the years after 
1619, was far from brutal. But it was determined and real. Remonstrant 
preachers who defied the States, and continued working clandestinely in the 
Republic, needed courage and tenacity. Johannes Grevius, Voetius’ rival at 
Heusden, returned, after the Antwerp synod, and secretly toured Overijssel 
and Gelderland. During his month in Kampen, he held eleven prayer- 
meetings in different private homes, each time preaching to around twenty 
‘brothers’. In order not to give themselves away, he and his secret flock 
dispensed with psalm-singing.“ But eventually he was caught, tried, and 
imprisoned. Later he escaped, and settled in Hamburg; but, after years of 
sacrifice, he lost heart, abandoning the struggle. So did others. Thomas 
Goswinius, leading Remonstrant preacher at Kampen, gave up, under 
relentless persecution, in 1623. He signed his submission and retired to live 
as a private citizen. The difficulties, and defections, sapped Remonstrant 
morale. Not many could muster the resolve of the Leiden preacher (of 
Walloon extraction) Paschier de Fijne, who also attended the Antwerp 
synod and returned to preach clandestinely in the Republic. He was active 
in much of South Holland, a legendary figure who preached in the villages 
of Warmond, Oegstgeest, and Zoetermeer, as well as in the towns.*5 On a 
cold winter’s day, at Gouda, he delivered a sermon in the open air, standing 
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on a horse-drawn sledge, on an iced-over canal, escaping at speed over the 
ice. before his pursuers could seize him: Remonstrantism survived as a 
significant force in-Dutch life, but as a shrinking movement dying away in 
many places where it had formerly enjoyed support. 


‘MAURITS, THE COUNTER-REMONSTRANTS, 
AND THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE THIRTY YEARS WAR 


The Calvinist revolution of the Counter-Remonstrants altered the political 
balance within ‘the Republic, made the Dutch Reformed Church a bastion 
of Calvinist orthodoxy, and changed the tone of Dutch life in the short and 
medium term. It also made the United Provinces the hub of international 
Calvinism, only temporarily, it is true, but at precisely the moment when the 
intensification of pressures within the Holy Roman Empire led to the onset 
of the Thirty Years War and when the international community—as well as 
the Dutch and Spaniards—began to focus their minds on the approaching 
end of the Twelve Years Truce. The Calvinist revolution in the Republic 
thus played a key role both in the making of the Thirty Years War and the 
outbreak of the second part of the Eighty Years War between the Dutch 
and Spain. 

In Germany, the Lutheran states mostly adhered to a conservative policy 
of non-confrontation with the Habsburgs. Relations between Lutherans and 
Calvinists were: difficult and tense. There were several areas of acute 
Protestant—Catholic rivalry, above all Bohemia and the middle Rhine, but 
the militant Protestant party, mostly Calvinists and semi-Calvinists, knew 
that they could expect little help or encouragement from most foreign 
Protestant powers. The Swedish Crown was absorbed in conflict with 
Poland. Denmark showed interest but lacked the resources to take the lead. 
James I of England made it clear that his. policy was non-interventionist and 
conciliatory towards the Habsburgs. He tried to dissuade his- son-in-law, 
Frederick, Elector of the Palatinate, and leader of the German. Calvinist 
princes, from. accepting the crown, offered to him by the Bohemian 
Protestant. rebels. In the circumstances of 1618-20 the militant Protestant 
states in Germany could expect extensive backing from only one source: the 
United Provinces.*°:No one knew whether or not the Twelve Years Truce 
would be renewed on. its expiry in 1621. But, in 1618-19, both Spain and 
the Dutch had their hands free to intervene in Germany and these two 
powers, deeply wary of each other, were the chief sources of troops, military 
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expertise, supplies, and money on the borders of the Empire. Since the fall 
of Oldenbarnevelt, the United Provinces were presided over by the Prince 
and Counter-Remonstrants, the men who had ‘opposed the Truce, and 
avowed unswerving adherence to Calvinist orthodoxy, and hostility to 
Catholicism. Spain, still the pre-eminent European power, had little to fear, 
for the time being, from her traditional rival, France. Since the assassination 
of Henri IV, in 1610, France had withdrawn into an attitude conciliatory 
towards Spain and hostile to Protestantism. 

In the circumstances, The Hague was the only place to which the 
Bohemian rebels and German Protestant Union could realistically look for 
support. By ousting Oldenbarnevelt, Maurits had not only placed himself at 
the helm of the Dutch state but at the centre of the European stage.‘” His 
every action was now being minutely scrutinized in Germany, England, 
France, Spain, and also Italy, where the Venetian Republic—at this time in 
confrontation with Spain and the Emperor—signed a defensive alliance with 
the Dutch in 1619, hoping, by drawing the Dutch in, to ease the pressure 
on themselves. The Remonstrants may. have been right that Maurits had an 
unprepossessing character—vengeful, calculating, ambitious, and lustful— 
but it was, in many ways, ideal for the dangerous predicament in which the 
Republic now found itself. The unfathomable, and cautious, Maurits kept 
even the most astute observers guessing. A prince of great military experi- 
ence and prestige, slow to act but capable of forceful measures, he 
preoccupied himself almost obsessively, and for long periods, with complex 
political problems. Sick with fever in January 1620, he ‘ceaseth not’, noted 
Carleton, ‘most hours of the day to attend business’. 

Maurits liked to take decisions himself, consulting only with his circle of 
close confidants. In any case, he had little alternative, for his coup d'état had 
eliminated the regents with knowledge and experience. of international 
affairs and running the Dutch military machine. The change in the Dutch 
body politic wrought by the events of 1618 was both drastic and fundamen- 
tal, or so it seemed in the years immediately following. The French 
ambassador at The Hague, Du Maurier, reported to Paris late in 1619 that, 
since Oldenbarnevelt’s downfall, the States of Holland ‘estant a present si 
égaux en authorité et en ignorance’, exerted practically no. influence on 
Dutch statecraft. Maurits and his inner circlke—Van Aerssen,' Van de 
Bouchorst, Ploos, Van Randwijk, and the Frisian Stadholder, Willem 
Lodewijk—all noblemen, decided everything, ensuring. that nothing of 
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significance regarding the two great issues of the day—the Bohemian Revolt 
and expiry of the Truce-—came before the provincial assemblies, or States 
General.*© The only province which showed stirrings of independence during 
this period was Gelderland, which, in May 1620, concurred with the rest 
over the proposed West India Company but also expressed anxiety lest the 
project prejudice prospects for renewing the Truce;*' in the autumn of 1620, 
the States of Gelderland instructed their deputies at The Hague to ‘advance 
the renewing of the Truce all they possibly may’. But the rest, including 
Holland, were inactive and quiescent. 

Nevertheless, Maurits and the Republic, locked in strategic confrontation 
with Spain, without prospect of the pressure being relieved by France or 
England, and with a major conflagration commencing in Germany, faced a 
harsh dilemma. Whatever strategy was adopted regarding Germany, and 
Spain, carried great risks. The domestic arena too remained fraught with 
difficulties. The Remonstrants had been defeated; but tension between the 
rival politico-theological blocs persisted and in several Holland towns there 
were sporadic disturbances. Furthermore, not only Gelderland but 
Overijssel and Utrecht shrank from a resumption of war with Spain, and 
the attendant burdens and taxation. Opinion in these provinces favoured 
renewing the Truce, while the newly dominant bloc in Holland, and the 
Zeelanders, out of maritime and colonial considerations, preferred to renew 
the war. Maurits also had to contend with the perennial rift between 
Groningen and the Ommelands and a potentially dangerous split in Fries- 
land, especially after Willem Lodewijk’s death, in June 1620, left a worrying 
vacuum which local nobles, adhering to the traditions of the Roordists, 
exploited, concerting a campaign to appoint a new Stadholder, from outside 
the House of Orange-Nassau, in reaction to what many Frisians regarded 
as Willem Lodewijk’s excessive subservience to Maurits, the Generality, and 
The Hague. Maurits contemplated intervening to arrange the stadholderate 
of Friesland to be conferred upon himself. ‘But that will raise jealousy’, 
noted Carleton, ‘besides the inconvenience of having those parts governed 
by deputies.’*> Two other candidates presented themselves from within the 
House of Orange-Nassau—Maurits’s younger half-brother, Frederik Hend- 
rik, and Willem Lodewijk’s brother, Ernst Casimir (see Table 25). Friesland 
chose Ernst Casimir, a zealous Counter-Remonstrant who had assisted with 


%° Israel, Dutch Republic and the Hispanic World, 74-81. 

5' ARH PR 8. res. SGeld. 9 May 1620. 

* PRO SP 84/98, fo. 145v. Carleton to Nethersole, 8 June 1621. 
533 Israel, Dutch Republic and the Hispanic World, 63-4, 74- 

4 Ibid. 77-81. 

5S Carleton, Letters, 473. 


468 ‘The Early Golden Age, 1588-1647 


the purging of the Holland town councils. Groningen and Drenthe, how- 
ever, chose Maurits, who promptly accepted; assuring Carleton that he had 
only desired the stadholderate of Groningen and Drenthe ‘lest it should 
otherwise have gone out of the house of Nassau’. 

Internally, Maurits’s great problem was the tenacity of Remonstrant 
opposition. Following riots in March 1619, there were further disturbances 
at Alkmaar and Schoonhoven in July, and at Rotterdam in October. Again 
troops were deployed, to suppress disorder, causing several deaths. In 
November 1619, the Prince turned to the last two town councils on his list 
to be purged—Zaltbommel and Tiel, Remonstrant towns in the west of the 
Nijmegen quarter. After that, .all the town councils were controlled by 
Counter-Remonstrants. But Counter-Remonstrant regents in. Holland, in- 
cluding his chief allies at Amsterdam, Pauw and Witsen, were beginning to 
be seen as spineless pawns of the Stadholder, so that opposing Counter- 
Remonstrantism, in Holland regent circles, was beginning to take on the air 
of a movement aimed at reviving Holland’s power and influence. At 
Amsterdam, there was mounting criticism of Pauw and Witsen, on the part 
of politique. and opportunist regents who were turning simultaneously 
anti-Pauw, anti-Orangist, and anti-Calvinist. Maurits warned that he would 
not permit the Amsterdam regents removed in 1618 to be brought back into 
the vroedschap.*’ In December 1619, the Prince closely regulated the 
vroedschap elections at Gouda, Hoorn, Alkmaar, and Kampen, all towns 
where Remonstrantism remained vigorous. 

The external dilemmas confronting Maurits interacted with the. internal 
pressures in a multiplicity of ways. Spanish ministers, seeing the continuing 
intensity of the theologico-political rift within the United Provinces, were 
inclined to count heavily on its disruptive effect, leading them to adopt more 
forward strategies than they might otherwise have done.” This, from 
Maurits’s point of view, was an advantage, for it reduced the likelihood of 
Spain offering plausible truce proposals which would be bound to exacer- 
bate the differences between the provinces. For, in that case, Gelderland, 
Overijssel, and Utrecht would wish to accept whilst the Counter-Remon- 
strant regents of Holland and Zeeland would not.® Other aspects of the 
interaction, however, were altogether unhelpful. One particularly worrying 
consequence of the riots was that the Prince had to keep a sizeable military 
force stationed in the interior of the Republic—at Utrecht, Hoorn, Schoon- 
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hoven, Alkmaar, and Oudewater—far from the main Dutch defensive ring, 
thus weakening the Republic’s overall strategic position. In June 1620, 
Carleton reported that some forty companies.of troops were tied down in 
Holland and Utrecht to control the ‘Arminian towns’.” 

Dutch policy diverged sharply from English policy in central Europe in 
1618-19 and was also more important in shaping the opening phase of the 
Thirty Years War. The key to Maurits’s statecraft was his need to. minimize 
Spanish pressure on the Republic and, so far as he could, divert its impact 
into Germany. His overriding priority was to:prevent an open split among 
the provinces, and Spain exploiting the Republic’s continuing domestic 
difficulties. Consequently, though James and English ministers had ex- 
pected that, by helping the Counter-Remonstrants in 1617-18, they would 
achieve a harnessing of Dutch policy to English policy, in fact, as Carleton 
soon came to realize, Maurits’s objectives in Germany and Bohemia had 
nothing in common with England’s. On the contrary, Maurits sought to 
influence the Elector of the Palatinate, Frederick V (1596-1632), who was 
also his nephew (Frederick’s father having married Louise Juliana Vom 
Nassau, eldest child of William the Silent’s third marriage, and Maurits’s 
half-sister; see Table 25), in a quite different direction. James, realizing the 
combustible implications, strove to restrain his son-in-law, warning that he 
could expect no help if he accepted the Bohemian crown. Maurits, designing 
to deflect pressure from the Republic by stoking up conflict in Germany, 
promised his nephew his full support.” Frederick hesitated many months 
before finally accepting the crown of Bohemia—a decision which hurled 
central Europe into a horrendous war and proved totally disastrous for 
himself and the Palatinate. During this period of hesitation, Maurits’s 
intervention, and encouragement, was of decisive importance.® By offering 
the Bohemians a subsidy of 50,000 guilders monthly and, subsequently, a 
like sum to the German Protestant Union, and promising to send troops 
both.to Bohemia and the Palatinate, Maurits and his entourage materially 
contributed to precipitating the great conflict. Money and troops were 
dispatched. The United Provinces also helped raise loans for Bohemia, in 
Amsterdam, and provided weapons and munitions. About one-eighth of the 
Protestant army which faced the might of the Emperor, and king of Spain, 
at the battle of the White Mountain, in November 1620, amounting to over 
5,000 men, was Dutch or paid for by the Dutch. 
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TABLE 25. Genealogical table of the House of Orange-Nassau in the Netherlands 
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Even after the débacle of the White Mountain, Maurits and his entourage 
hoped to gain from their investment in the German war. Maurits ordered 
the Dutch troops, garrisoning Pilsen to hold out in the hope of encouraging 
other Bohemian towns to resist. When Frederick and Elizabeth, the ‘Winter 
King and Queen’, fled to The Hague, with only half of the Palatinate 
occupied by Spanish and Bavarian troops, Maurits urged him to go back, 
and fight, instead of abandoning his lands ‘too soon and lightly’. Maurits 
laboured to mobilize international Protestant support for the Palatinate. 
Repeatedly he sent Arnold van Randwijk to confer with the princes of the 
German Protestant Union to harden their resolve. He exploited the mount- 
ing uncertainty over whether the United Provinces would agree to a new 
truce, promising the German princes that ‘either they shall have the use, this 
next summer, of a good part of the [Dutch] army, in Germany, or the 
benefitt of a diversion in these parts, according as the ceasing, or renewing, 
of the Truce shall minister occasion’.*’ Maurits also pressed James to do 
more for his daughter and son-in-law and did much to facilitate the logistics 
of English intervention. The 4,000 English troops dispatched to the Palatin- 
ate, in September 1620, were armed, fed, and transported by the Dutch. 
Their march up the Rhine was covered by a column of Dutch cavalry 
commanded by Frederik Hendrik and Marquette. At the same time, 
Maurits sent Dutch troops to occupy the island of Papenmutze, in the Rhine 
between Cologne and Bonn, as a warning to the Elector of Cologne and 
other Rhenish ecclesiastical princes not to interfere.© 

James was far from pleased by the trend of events. During the calamitous 
autumn of 1620, he partly blamed the Dutch for the reverses suffered in the 
Empire, by the Protestant cause, and admonished Maurits and his advisers 
to ‘call to mind the encouragements they gave the Bohemians from time to 
time in the resolution they took of the election of a new king, of which the 
trouble of Germany is a consequence; and the promise they have given in 
writing to the princes {of the German Protestant Union]... if the enemy 
marched that way to assist them with troops’. Maurits was reminded that 
the king of England had ‘no part in the first motives of those troubles’ and 
that the English king was not ‘engaged, as they are, by promise’ to send 
troops to the Palatinate. 

Maurits deliberately veiled his intentions with regard to renewing the 
Truce, so as to cause maximum uncertainty and confusion. It was a form of 
statecraft in which he excelled. The Venetian ambassador at The Hague 
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admitted he was completely baffled by Maurits’s evasive and contradictory 
utterances.® The Archduke Albert, in Brussels, was at a loss to know what 
to make of Maurits’s cryptic replies to his messages. There was continual 
contact between The Hague and Brussels during 1620-1, but . Maurits 
confided what was happening only to his own inner circle—especially Van 
Aerssen, Van den Bouchorst, Marquette, and Duyck.® The States of 
Holland, and other provincial assemblies, were left completely in the dark. 
Maurits, devious, methodical, and circumspect, deliberately delayed the 
setting up of the West India Company during the years 1619-21 so as to 
avoid obstructing the new truce should he opt for renewal.” 

Maurits’s master-stroke was his invitation to Archduke Albert to'send a 
representative to The Hague to negotiate an end to the war, in the Low 
Countries, on the basis of token recognition of the sovereignty of the king 
of Spain.” Albert, not realizing that Maurits was luring him into a trap, sent 
Chancellor Peckius of Brabant to address the States General along the lines 
Orange suggested. If Peckius had simply proposed renewal of the truce, 
stating Spain’s demands for modifications to the existing terms, the divisions 
among the provinces would have been exposed for all to see. Maurits’s aim 
was to prevent this and cause a rapid breakdown of formal talks, ending the 
role of the States General, and provincial, leading them to empower him to 
take sole charge of further contacts, deal secretly, and only disclose Spanish 
proposals to the provinces when he judged it appropriate to do so. The plan 
worked to perfection. The one issue capable of aborting formal negotiations 
immediately, and eliciting a totally unified response from the States General, 
was any form of Habsburg claim to sovereignty over the United Provinces. 
Peckius duly arrived and talked of sovereignty, instantly angering his hosts 
and destroying the negotiations. Holland’s delegation prepared the States 
General’s reply, employing a form of words which embodied the Counter- 
Remonstrant view of the Dutch state, the notion which was now the official 
view of the regime. ‘Undoubtedly and indisputably the sovereignty and 
supremacy of the United Provinces’, Peckius was told, ‘resides in the States 
General and the respective provinces.’” 

The States General then authorized Maurits to keep all further truce 
contacts with Albert and Spain secret, and in his own hands, only disclosing 
affairs to the States General, and the provinces, when he saw fit. Carleton 
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had. already: noted, in August 1620, that ‘though we have the body of the 
States, the soul may be said to be absent, because all power upon the present 
occurrences is in the hands. of the Prince of Orange, and such of the States 
as are with him; who do not so.much as give an account to these here, at 
The Hague, either of their deliberations or resolutions’.” This abrogation of 
power by the States of Holland was placed on a formal basis by a States 
General resolution of 25 March 1621. Enhancing the power of the Stad- 
holder was, indeed, a Counter-Remonstrant strategy, rooted in fear that the 
‘very proposition of a new treaty’, as Carleton put it, ‘will distract them here 
very much in regard of their unsettledness and aptness upon any dispute to 
relapse into faction’.* A ‘strong Stadholder had become essential to 
Counter-Remonstrantism. 

Had Spain offered a straight renewal of the Truce, on the terms of 1609, 
Maurits told Peckius (and repeated in subsequent secret messages to 
Brussels), he, and the States General, would have responded favourably. 
This was probably true, since Maurits’s complex mancuvring, delaying of 
the West India Company, and reluctance to open hostilities, in 1621, all 
pointed, as the most acute diplomatic observers (eventually) realized, to 
Maurits’s preference for a new truce, on the same basis as the old, and a 
diverting of war to Germany. Should Spain. propose.‘renewing the truce in 
terms as it formerly stood’, Carleton assured London, in March 1621, ‘I find 
that [the Prince] will leane to the five provinces and oversway the other 
two’—that is, overrule Holland and Zeeland.” But in Madrid, the new 
Spanish ministers believed the Twelve Years Truce had been prejudicial to 
Spain and that the truce should not be renewed unless the ‘rebels’ made 
substantive concessions in the maritime and colonial sphere. The Spanish 
court made three demands in return for renewal of the truce, of which the 
first two were essential: Dutch evacuation of the Indies east and west; 
the lifting of the Scheldt restrictions; and toleration of public practice of the 
Catholic religion in the ‘rebel’ provinces.” Maurits was not prepared to 
discuss these terms, or see them debated in the provincial assemblies. 

After the Truce expired, in April 1621, there was no immediate resump- 
tion of hostilities. Maurits continued sending messages to Brussels reitera- 
ting his concurrence in a new truce provided Spain ceased demanding 
concessions. Six months Jater, in September, Maurits intimated to (what was 
now, following the Archduke Albert’s death, in July, again) the Spanish 
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regime, in Brussels, that if Spain would agree to renew the truce he would 
consider lifting the Scheldt restrictions and, possibly, arrange some conces- 
sion in the Indies.” Neither the States General nor the States of Holland 
had any precise knowledge of Maurits’s dealings—partly through the great 
painter, Rubens, in Antwerp—with the Infanta Isabella, in Brussels, during 
the years 1620-3. But it did become widely known at The Hague, and the 
Dutch provincial capitals, as well as Antwerp and Brussels, that the 
Stadholder was conducting a secret dialogue with the Infanta and Spain, 
and that he was endeavouring to renew the truce.” The rumours worried 
hardline Counter-Remonstrants and pro-war regents eager to: resume the 
struggle and set up the West India Company, and, behind the scenes, 
generated some caustic comment about the Stadholder’s entourage and 
methods of running the Republic. 


THE BEGINNINGS OF THE FURTHER REFORMATION 


The Calvinist revolution of the Counter-Remonstrants altered the shape of 
the Republic’s politics, imposed confessional discipline on the public 
Church, and influenced the outbreak of the Thirty Years War. In addition, 
it set up the West India Company and marked the commencement of the 
Further Reformation. 

Maurits’s coup d’état of 1618 enabled the Counter-Remonstrants to settle 
the doctrinal disputes within the public Church. But some Counter-Remon- 
strants felt that a broader programme of purification of religious life and 
society was needed than followed from merely settling the theological issues 
and expelling adherents of unsound doctrine. The foremost exponent of this 
view was the Zeelander Willem Teellinck (1579-1629), the ‘Reformed 
Thomas a Kempis’, as one of his chief admirers, Gisbertus Voetius—the 
future standard-bearer of the Dutch Further Reformation—was to call him. 
Teellinck shared all the usual Counter-Remonstrant intolerance of Armi- 
nians, Catholics, Lutherans, and Jews, and was as ardent as any for pure 
doctrine; but, at the same time, he yearned for a shift from purely doctrinal 
concerns to theologia practica, the reforming of life-style and morals. As a 
young man, he had studied for a time in Scotland, and England, and 
become strongly influenced by the attitudes of the English Puritans. Teel- 
linck was convinced that much of the Dutch population had thus far 
adopted the Reformed faith more in name than spirit, not only failing to 
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strive for Reformed ideals in life-style but adhering to all kinds of ‘supersti- 
tious’. practices and: undesirable survivals from the pre-Reformation era 
which, in his view, needed to be eradicated.” At the same time, desirable 
religious practice, above all proper observance of the Lord’s Day, was being 
dismally neglected. 

Teellinck: argued that even the most blameless purity of belief and 
doctrine is worth little when unaccompanied by a pure and godly life-style. 
He was a prolific writer, and in works such as his Eubulus (1616) had already 
made an impact before 1618. After his death, no fewer than 127 publications 
were attributed to him. The most influential of these were written in the 
early and mid-1620s,,a time of economic slump and hardship in the 
Republic, as well as of the resumption of the war with Spain. The gloomy 
circumstances admirably fitted Teellinck’s message. In his Zions Basuyne 
(1621), for example, he assured the Raad van State that the Fatherland 
could be successfully defended only if the military effort were based on a 
thorough reformation of life-style and morals. The deepening gloom which 
followed merely intensified Teellinck’s fervour and the appeal of his mess- 
age. In his tract Noodwendigh Vertoogh (1627), he argued that the slump, 
and terrible disasters of the Thirty Years War, including the defeat of the 
Protestants in Bohemia, were signs of God’s wrath at the deplorable state 
of society and: morals.” His further Reformation aspired to curb not only 
adultery, prostitution, and drunkenness but all frivolity, ribaldry, and 
ostentation as well as suppress ‘amorous books’, violation of the sabbath, 
and ‘superstitious festivals’, including the widely popular St Nicholas Day 
feast celebrated in December.*' 

Teellinck’s was the most strident voice calling for a Further Reformation 
but by no means the only one. Other influential preachers held similar views, 
notably Dionysius Spranckhuysen (1587—1650) at Delft and the Zeelander 
Godefridus Udemans (1580-1649), who besides demanding stricter sabbath 
observance, and a more puritanical society, at home, spoke out, in 1624, 
against toleration in Dutch Brazil.*? Moreover, some Counter-Remonstrant 
regents shared their zeal, including the influential Van Lodenstein and Van 
Bleiswijk families, at Delft, and the incorrigible Amsterdam burgomaster, 
Frederik de Vrij (1579-1646). The latter, an ally of Reinier Pauw at 
Amsterdam, and elder of the consistory, in 1622 published a 442-page heroic 
poem, entitled Anatomia, exhorting his countrymen to strive to lead pure 
lives and help build a godly society. 
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Thus, the victory of the Counter-Remonstrants, in 1618, brought in‘ its 
wake not only efforts to eradicate Arminianism and cut back the toleration 
allowed to the dissenting Churches but also a first blast of pressure to goad 
the secular authorities into combating a range of behaviour which had 
previously been unrestricted or looked on with greater leniency. On. the 
confessional front, the new Counter-Remonstrant town councils took a 
harder line against Catholic conventicles than their predecessors. But it was 
by no means only the Remonstrants and Catholics who felt the: change. 
Lutherans and Jews did too. The Lutheran church at Leiden was closed and 
that at Rotterdam demolished.” The States of Holland rejected the request 
of the Bodegraven Lutherans for toleration, in 1621 and 1624, ruling ‘that 
Lutheran preaching and practice were forbidden everywhere in the country- 
side of Holland.** The synods persuaded the States to consider banning 
Jewish worship and, when it became clear that Amsterdam would block this, 
petitioned that the ‘freedom of the Jews might be cut back and limited, as 
is done in other lands where they are permitted to reside’.*5 As regards 
behaviour and life-style, the consistories pressed for reforms across a broad 
front, hoping to achieve a shift in civic legislation towards more, and tighter, 
restrictions on feasting, dancing, music-making, and theatrical perform- 
ances, indeed the activities of the rhetoric chambers generally.” 

In former Arminian towns, the Calvinist revolution of the Counter- 
Remonstrants also involved changing, or modifying, numerous features of 
church life and popular piety as these had developed in the decades since 
the Reformation. At Gouda, there was talk at this point of removing the 
celebrated stained-glass windows from the main church. ‘At Utrecht,°in 
November 1623, the new authorities brought in regulations on the celebra- 
ting of Christmas. Efforts to combat the highly popular St Nicholas Day 
feast seem to have little effect but were nevertheless taken seriously by some: 
in 1620, De Vrij tried to stop the sale of children’s dolls on the eve.of the 
St Nicholas Day feast in Amsterdam.”’ 

After 1625, the repression of Remonstrantism weakened, the Counter- 
Remonstrant cause suffered political reverses, opposition to the attitudes of 
the Further Reformation stiffened. The great poet Vondel evinced a fierce 
antagonism towards Teellinck, his sons, and allies, influenced doubtless by 
their hostility to music, theatre, and the rhetoric chambers, though he may 
well have agreed with De Vrij that poets ought not be preoccupied with 
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amorous themes nor fill people’s heads with images of pagan gods and 
goddesses and their doings. Vondel’s antipathy to the Teellincks, whom he 
deemed ‘seditious seed’ which will not ‘leave freedom in peace’, manifested 
itself in several of his anonymously published topical poems.” In one he 
accused the Teellinck clan of dragging in the ‘Trojan Horse of the Scots’, 
implying that by importing the bigoted zealotry of the Scots Presbyterians 
they were sowing division and therefore threatening the ruin of the Republic. 

Yet whilst the political fortunes of the Counter-Remonstrants waned, 
after 1625, and both Arminianism and ‘Barneveldist’ principles revived, the 
voice of the Further Reformation did not fade away. On the contrary, 
during the 1630s and 1640s, in towns all over the Republic, especially in 
Holland, Zeeland and Utrecht, influential preachers and others took up 
Teellinck’s message and gradually built up support in Reformed circles for 
a wide-ranging programme of social and moral reform to be achieved by 
Church and State working hand in hand and which would transform the 
conduct not only of the Reformed community but of society as a whole. The 
most prominent of these figures were Teellinck’s sons, Maximilian and 
Johannes, both leading preachers in Zeeland, and, from the late 1630s 
onwards, the doyen of theologia practica at Utrecht, Gisbertus Voetius 
(1589-1676). 
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MAURITS'S LAST. YEARS, 1621-1625 


he early and mid-1620s were one of the most sombre periods in the 
history of the United Provinces. It was a time when the Republic was 
effectively under siege and squeezed hard. 

The reimposition of the Spanish embargoes, in April 1621, had a drastic 
effect on the Dutch overseas trading system, largely eliminating Dutch trade 
with the Iberian peninsula, destroying their Levant trade, and weakening 
their Baltic traffic, as well as the North Sea herring fishery, which was now 
short of suitable salt.' Spanish successes in the Caribbean, and Brazil, 
cutting off the supply of Caribbean salt, and (until 1630) thwarting the 
newly set up West India Company, together with Spanish attacks on 
the herring fishery, and the onset of the Dunkirk privateering offensive, 
in the mid-1620s, intensified the impact of the embargoes. The economic 
and maritime siege was further tightened by the river blockade mounted by 
the Spaniards in the years 1625-9, when the traffic along the Rhine, Maas, 
Waal, Scheldt, and Ems was halted by the ring of Spanish garrisons 
extending from the Scheldt to the Ems. The pressure remained severe until 
the Spanish defeats of 1629. 

Practically all Dutch overseas trade—apart from the East India com- 
merce—slumped in the 1620s, as did many industries, including sugar- 
refining, salt-processing, printing, shipbuilding, and herring-packaging. It 
was in the 1620s that the West Frisian ports of Hoorn, Enkhuizen, and 
Medemblik, hit by contraction of the salt trade and herring exports, 
commenced their long-term decline.” As from April 1621, when there was a 
sharp rise in Dutch freight rates, much trade controlled by the Dutch during 
the Truce was diverted to England and the Hanseatic ports of north 
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Germany. The:onset of Phase Three in Dutch world trade primacy (1621- 
47) was one of contraction and drastic restructuring. ‘If we cast our eyes 
over the whole land,’ wrote Paschier de Fijne, in 1624, ‘do we not see that 
trade, industry, and the.crafts decline. everywhere, become lifeless. and 
decay?’. “Do .we not hear’, he continued, ‘the seamen, citizenry, house- 
holders, and everybody complain?’ 

But no less unremitting than the slump, and effects of the embargoes, was 
the financial-exigency and: burden of sustaining the Republic’s defence. In 
1621, the Spanish Crown expanded the army of Flanders, encircling the 
Republic from Flanders to Lingen, to 60,000 men.‘ Even though Maurits 
kept to the defensive, the States General were obliged to increase the Dutch 
standing army from 30,000 to 48,000 men just to hold the defensive ring.‘ 
At the same time, the fortifications night round, from Cadzand to Delfzijl, 
had to be refurbished, and. strengthened. Despite the slump, and instability 
of the Republic internally, Maurits and the States General had no alternat- 
ive but to increase taxation steeply. 

To add.to the sombre picture, there was the Republic’s diplomatic 
isolation and the deteriorating: strategic situation in Germany. Even after 
France and England had made peace with Spain, in 1598 and 1604, 
respectively, the Dutch had continued to receive French and English 
subsidies until 1609. But from 1621, they found themselves (for the first time 
since 1576) entirely on their own. Franco-Dutch relations had been frosty 
since the overthrow of Oldenbarnevelt. A States General-delegation—con- 
sisting of Ploos, Pauw, and Manmaker—was sent to Paris to plead for aid 
but returned empty-handed.® At the same time, Anglo-Dutch relations, 
marred by. economic disputes, ‘were distinctly: less cordial than in 1617-18. 
Yet the Republic had no alternative but to sustain both its own defences 
and the sagging Protestant cause in Germany. After the defeats in Bohemia 
and the Palatinate, Maurits and the: States General. could not. simply 
abandon the German Protestants; for if the: Habsburgs were to prevail in 
northern, as well as southern and central, Germany, the Republic would be 
in a far worse strategic and political plight than it was already. Thus, there 
was no choice but to persevere as general paymaster of the Protestant armies 
in Germany.’ Even though Count. Mansfeld’s: army -in East Friesland 
remained largely inactive; it was better, for the Dutch, to pay to keep it in 
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being, than allow; it to melt away: and see the armies of the Emperor and 
German Catholic League: advance to. the eastern borders of the. United 
Provinces. 

.The malaise gripping the.Republic m the early and.mid-1620s-arose partly 
from external. factors::it was a malaise of commerce, navigation, industry, 
finance, taxation, and other war-related burdens .and. a decidedly grim 
strategic situation: But it was.more than this. For it .wasia crisis also of the 
body politic, society, and religion. For the time’being, the States of Holland 
had indeed lost their ‘soul’. and ceased to. lead. With every year: that. passed, 
it became clearer that the system forged by Maurits:and the Counter- 
Remonstrants, in 1618, was fatally flawed and cracking under the strain. The 
Counter-Remonstrants had created a body politic excessively reliant.on the 
person of the Stadholder, in whom power and authority were concentrated.® 
As Maurits’s own health deteriorated, the system’ became: increasingly 
inefficient. By 1623, the Prince’s decrepit condition, and the expectation that 
he would soon die, had become a constant topic of conversation at The 
Hague. Carleton, in December 1623, accounted the Prince ‘much broken’. 
In any. case, once the Dutch—-Spanish war resumed, it became obvious that 
command of the army could not efficiently be combined with presiding over 
government at The Hague. As commander; Maurits had to absent himself 
for long periods, to encamp with his troops and supervise the defensive ring, 
from where he could: not fully control affairs at The Hague: Maurits had no 
alternative to delegating more responsibility, and-power, to the Gecommit- 
teerde Raden, and to Holland’s Pensionary, Duyck, who was considered 
only slightly less inept than Andries de Witt.2 Moreover, co-operation 
among the Prince’s noble underlings and favourites was patently deteriora- 
ting. In particular, the former friendship between Van den. Bouchorst and 
Van Aerssen had changed by 1621, into enmity, with the latter seeking to 
displace the former as head of the Holland ridderschap,’° Van Aerssen tried 
to have Van den :Bouchorst packed off to Paris, as Dutch ambassador, but 
Maurits, forced to choose, backed Van den Bouchorst and packed Van 
Aerssen off to Venice.: 

The root of the crisis was the inability of Maurits’s regime to secure the 
Close collaboration of the States of Holland and Holland town councils. 
Maurits’ and the Counter-Remonstrants had emasculated the States of 
Holland, and thus the Generality too, concentrating influence in the hands 
of the Stadholder and his entourage, But. Maurits and his favourites still 
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relied on the regents whom they had brought into the town councils, and 
Gecommitteerde Raden, to ensure stability in the towns, raise taxes, and 
provide the finance without which state and: army could not function. The 
new men, brought in in 1618, however, were simply not up to the job. No 
doubt the scorn, tinged with snobbery, the ‘Arminian’ leaders heaped on 
those who had usurped their places was biased and exaggerated. Yet it had 
some basis in: fact. There were few able. men among them: The States of 
Holland remained weak and. passive. By 1623; the Gecommitteerde Raden of 
Holland were experiencing acute difficulty in persuading the town councils 
to agree on new taxes to pay for the -war."’ The failure was due to political 
weakness, and drift, and the sharpening of faction fights in the city councils. 
Carleton reported ‘disorders which are grown in these assemblies (particu- 
larly in this of Holland) through private interest.and emulation which 
hindereth all publique proceedings’.’* For the Stadholder the most worrying 
aspect of this deterioration was the fragmentation of the Counter-Remon- 
strant party in Amsterdam. Despite the arrival of more Counter-Remon- 
strants on the Amsterdam. city council in 1618, it was clear, by 1621, that 
their regime in Amsterdam was in deep trouble:.Pauw’s problem was that 
the theological base of Counter-Remonstrantism in the Amsterdam city 
council had always been fairly limited. Pauw ruled .with the support of 
politique: regents, such as Hendrik Hudde and Hendrik Reynst, more 
interested:in. commerce, and the merchants’ views, than theological polem- 
ics. The commercial slump at Amsterdam was severe and Pauw’s group 
failed to weather it. The vroedschap fragmented and, with the New Year 
elections of 1622, Pauw’s ascendancy was broken."? Three of the four new 
burgomasters at Amsterdam in 1622 were averse to Counter-Remonstrant 
attitudes and policies. Pauw retained some influence in 1622~3 but, by 1624, 
was a broken reed. Opponents of the Counter-Remonstrants now controlled 
Amsterdam. Weakened by slump, and the need to pile on heavy taxation, 
the regime was further undermined by the tenacity of Remonstrantism. 
Admittedly, the war heightened patriotic sentiment and fear of the conse- 
quences of internecine strife, both of ‘which. served.to: bolster Counter- 
Remonstrantism. Remonstrants were in danger of being cast as the unpatriotic 
party, in collusion with Spain, whose opposition .was. weakening the Repub- 
lic. But,.at the same time, Maurits had.to transfer troops from garrison 
duty, in Holland and Utrecht, to the Republic’s outer defensive ring, and 
this inevitably diminished repression of Remonstrant activity. Grotius, 
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Uyttenbogaert, and Episcopius were acutely aware of the dilemma in which 
this placed them. They sensed: the increasing weakness of the Counter- 
Remonstrant regime, and scope for their own party to: stage a recovery, '* 
but also saw the danger of disruption.and risk this posed both to ‘the 
Republic and themselves. 

Given the intensity of the Counter-Remonstrant repression in the years 
1618-21, and depth of grievance where Remonstrant support remained 
strong, it was impossible to relax the previous.severity without disruptive 
effects. When the troops left Schoonhoven for the border fortresses, the 
Remonstrants ‘assembled in the market-place’, and began ‘preaching before 
the statehouse until half a company {of troops] was sent thither out of 
Tergoes [Goes)’. ‘It appears,’ commented Carleton, ‘the Arminian towns will 
be no longer quiet than they are bridled by garrisons, the charge whereof, 
added to the increase of their army, is insupportable; they doe now 
calculate, besides all other:mischiefes caused by that faction, a debt growne 
unto the state of more than two millions [for extra troops].’" 

In this chronic situation, Maurits could only stoke the fires of the German 
war, prodding England.and Denmark to do more, and seek to distract 
Brussels with: a stream of cryptic and prevaricating truce proposals. Con- 
stantly ill over the winter of 1622-3, Maurits sent messages indicating he 
was now ready to consider making substantial concessions to Spain.'® 
Spinola and Peckius.became increasingly optimistic, from late 1622, that the 
stream of secret notes emanating from Maurits augured a long truce with 
enough Dutch concessions to satisfy Spanish pride and end the fighting in 
the Low Countries.'? At Madrid, Philip IV’s ministers, facing grave financial 
difficulties of their own, were divided as to how to react to the reports from 
the Infanta:and Spinola, Some of the king’s ministers believed that a new 
truce could and should now. be concluded. However, Philip IV’s favourite, 
the influential count-duke of Olivares, took a hard line, insisting that. there 
was still no satisfactory basis on which to negotiate. 

From Spain’s: point .of. view he. was right. For Maurits’s offers of 
concessions, -like Oldenbarnevelt’s in 1606-7, were mere straws in the wind.'® 
In reality, ‘there was no possibility that Holland and Zeeland could: be 
persuaded to make. large concessions in the Indies, on the Scheldt, or with 
regard to Catholic practice, and. Maurits knew this.-better than anyone. 
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Probably, he never-had any intention of proposing anything in the States 
General that was remotely likely to satisfy Spain. He was simply stalling, 
playing for time. Eventually, he admitted as much to Carleton, confessing 
that he had ‘continually putt [Spinola’s and Peckius’) papers into his pocket 
and so suppressed them (with the consent of some of the States of whome 
he was most confidant) lest such propositions being brought into their 
publick assemblies might have driven them into distraction and dispute .. . 
and thereby slacken their contributions wherewith they. pay their army, and 
by consequence expose them to the. mercie of thyr enemy’.'? 

Early in 1622, Spinola captured Jiilich, cutting the Republic’s line of 
communications with the Palatinate. Even though the army of Flanders 
suffered a serious reverse, later in 1622, when Spinola was forced to 
abandon the epic siege of Bergen-op-Zoom, after heavy losses in men and 
materiel, the strategic position of the Dutch continued to deteriorate, as the 
Habsburgs gained ground in Germany.” Mansfeld’s army, in East Friesland, 
remained pinned to the Dutch border. For a time, Maurits and his 
entourage drew comfort from the progress of Christian of Brunswick, who 
had seized Lippstadt and forged a Protestant army in the Lower Saxon 
circle, attracting support from the still numerous. Protestants of the Miins- 
terland, during 1619-21. Christian seemed a useful shield for the Republic, 
and bridle on the Catholic ecclesiastical states of north-western Germany. 
By 1622, the States General were pouring money into this new Protestant 
army.”' But Christian proved an even worse investment than Mansfeld. As 
the army of the Catholic League, under Tilly, advanced. into Westphalia, 
Christian fell back towards the Dutch frontier, his army being overtaken 
and crushed by Tilly, on 6 August 1623, at Stadtlohn, practically on the 
Gelderland border, a disaster for Protestant arms in Germany, and Protes- 
tantism in Westphalia, which also spread panic through Gelderland and 
Overijssel. Thousands of fleeing soldiers, local Protestants, and Bohemian 
refugees poured into Gelderland and Overijssel, accompanied by droves of 
camp women and children. Twenty-four shiploads of refugees were shipped 
round from Amsterdam alone. to the north German ports, during the 
ensuing weeks.” 

The summer of 1623, when Grotius wrote his De Jure Belli ac Pacis at 
Senlis, near Paris, in the company of the young jurist Dirck Graswinckel, 
and Rembrandt neared completion of his training as an artist, was a time 
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of pervasive gloom throughout the Republic. Maurits’s statecraft, instead of 
deflecting Habsburg forces from Dutch borders, appeared to be drawing 
them directly down upon them. In the wake of Stadtlohn, additional troops 
had to be rushed to the IJssel where the dry weather, and low level of the 
river, posed an additional threat to the Dutch defensive ring:. For Spain, it 
seemed a heaven-sent opportunity to squeeze the ‘rebels’ until the pips 
squeaked.*} But (unaccountably in the view of his own subordinates, as well 
as his Dutch adversaries) Spinola made no move. Chastened by his losses 
at Bergen-op-Zoom, and believing Maurits to be on the point of agreeing 
to a new truce, on terms advantageous to Spain, Spinola remained inac- 
tive.4 Only-after another five months of exchanging secret messages with the 
Prince did the generalissimo, and Peckius, conclude that the Dutch Stad- 
holder was leading them a dance. Spinola was not amused. He took revenge, 
in 1624, by ravaging the personal lands of the Prince of Orange, not only 
around Breda but also Grave and Moers, having previously (according to 
Carleton) protected these areas, during the years of secret dialogue ‘as a 
souldier’s curtisie’.** 

Maurits, in his last months, languished in a strategic, and diplomatic, trap 
from which there appeared to be no escape. When Spinola besieged Breda, 
in August 1624, Dutch morale sank to its nadir. Plague raged at Amsterdam 
(where it is said to have caused 11,000 deaths) as well as in Leiden, Delft, 
‘and other main cities (see Table 32).. While Spinola tightened his grip on 
Breda; a second Spanish army, operating further east, captured Cleves and 
Gennep, on the Republic’s eastern flank. Meanwhile, the Republic’s finan- 
cial position steadily worsened. The slump in both Baltic and Mediterranean 
trade, already severe, grew worse. ‘Leur ruyne ne fut jamais si proche d’eux’, 
remarked the French ambassador, ‘qu’a cette heure.’** Chronically short of 
cash to pay the troops, the provinces had to heap: new taxes on the 
population, though the regents knew full well there was likely to be trouble. 
Holland’s new butter tax, four guilders per vat, introduced in June 1624, 
provoked riots in Delft, Hoorn, Enkhuizen, The Hague, Amsterdam, and 
Haarlem. At Haarlem, the militia, in which the great portraitist Frans Hals 
was then serving, fired on the demonstrators, killing five and wounding 
many more,’ causing jubilation in Brussels from where ministers reported 
to Madrid that the Dutch populace were on the verge of revolt. The year 
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1624, in which Hals painted his Laughing Cavalier (Wallace Collection), was 
the harshest of the first half of the Golden Age. ‘Here is nothing but gloom 
for the present’, commented Grotius’ brother-in-law, ‘and fear for the 
future.’® 

More increases in the excises were introduced in Holland in the mid-1620s 
than at any other time between the 1590s and 1672. The States went as 
far as they dared. The sheer inadvisability of further burdening the com- 
mon man, combined with. the acute need for cash, helped inspire the 
invention of stamp duty, one of the key innovations in the history of 
European taxation.”? This was devised in 1624 by a clerk of the States of 
Holland, adopted by the States, and imposed on all legal transactions and 
documents, being a means to tax the affluent without further burdening the 
poor. 

But new taxes were not enough. There was a desperate need for additional 
alliances. Maurits dispatched an embassy extraordinary to Paris headed by 
Van den Bouchorst, early in 1624. This time the approach succeeded. The 
French court: was becoming uneasy at the expansion of Habsburg great- 
ness.” Under the treaty of Compié¢gne (June 1624), Louis XIII undertook 
to subsidize the ailing Republic to the extent of a million guilders yearly— 
equivalent to some 7 per cent of Dutch military expenditure—for three 
years. 


THE COMMENCEMENT OF 
FREDERIK HENDRIK’S STADHOLDERATE 


Maurits died, in April 1625, with the Republic’s fortunes at a lower ebb than 
at any time since 1590. The country was tense, finance for the army, and 
fortifications, chronically short.*' Breda, one of the most vital strongholds 
in the Republic’s defensive ring, was not lost yet; but with Spinola encircling 
the city with 23,000 men in well-fortified siege positions, the outlook for its 
garrison of 3,500, one of the Republic’s largest, looked bleak. In May, 
Frederik Hendrik, the new captain-general of the Union, made a last 
attempt to save the city but was-forced back. Breda surrendered in June, 
bringing most of north-west Brabant under Spanish control: 

Frederik Hendrik, the most attractive personality among the Princes of 
Orange second only to William the Silent, was to dominate. Dutch politics 
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for more than two decades. He possessed his older half-brother’s cautious, 
methodical temperament but without its brooding, vengeful undercurrent. 
He was a statesman who invariably preferred compromise, and the middle 
path, to drastic measures and to whom Robert Fruin, the father of modern 
Dutch historiography, applied the dictum fortiter in re, suaviter in modo. A 
more stylish, grander figure than Maurits, he developed into a renowned 
soldier and one of Europe’s leading courtly figures. A man of refined 
tastes—often with a pronounced French flavour, inherited from his mother, 
Louise de Coligny—and of intellectual interests, Frederik Hendrik incom- 
parably surpassed Maurits as a patron of the arts. In later years, after the 
gloom of the: 1620s had lifted, he spent lavishly, refurbishing his palaces and 
building new ones, notably Noordeinde, in the centre of The Hague, and, 
at the end of his life, the Huis ten Bosch, at its outskirts. Among the artists 
he patronized in the 1630s and 1640s were Rembrandt, Lievens, Honthorst, 
Van Campen, Van Poelenburgh, and Moreelse, though he also procured 
many paintings, of a more baroque character, from leading south Nether- 
lands artists, including Rubens and Van Dyck. In artistic and intellectual 
matters he was guided by his cultivated secretary Constantijn Huygens 
(1596-1687), son of a refugee bureaucrat from Brabant, who had been a 
secretary of the Raad van State. Though Counter-Remonstrant,” as well as 
Orangist, Huygens was the Republic’s leading connoisseur of art, architec- 
ture, and culture generally, as well as a major poet in his own right. Another 
key influence was the Prince’s wife, Amalia von Solms, daughter of the 
Calvinist Count of Solms-Braunfels, whom he married three weeks before 
Maurits’s death. Former lady-in-waiting, and a close friend of Queen 
Elizabeth of Bohemia, at her refugee court at The Hague, Amalia stimulated 
Frederik Hendrik’s sense of grandeur and dynastic ambition and added to 
the air of splendour and refined elegance which came to characterize the 
Stadholder’s court. 

Initially, Frederik Hendrik was captain-geiteral of the Union but not yet 
Stadholder, since each province had individually to. confirm him in this 
capacity and draw up the terms of his ‘commission’.*» Thus, he succeeded 
immediately as Prince of Orange, and-commander of the army, but_not to 
Maurits’s political authority. The stadholderate was, in effect, suspended for 
months, at a critical juncture in the Republic’s history. By 1624, the 
Counter-Remonstrants had plainly failed to consolidate the powér they had 
captured in 1618. Grotius learnt, a month before Maurits’s death, from his 
brother-in-law, that the ‘well-intentioned party’ were now gaining ground 
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not only in traditional centres of Arminian strength but also Dordrecht and 
several Zeeland towns where previously it lacked support.* Particularly 
encouraging to Remonstrants was the eclipse of Pauw, at Amsterdam, and 
fading of the Counter-Remonstrants, at Dordrecht, where there were 
scarcely any theological Arminians.but where control was passing to a 
middle group of politiques.*5 

Dordrecht shows that the rise of political ‘Arminianism’ in Holland and 
Zeeland, in the mid-1620s, cannot be interpreted as the political manifesta- 
tion of a.resurgent Remonstrantism. For, as a confessional block, Remon- 
strantism. retained its vitality, by 1625, only in a few towns and was 
everywhere in retreat in the face of repression, both geographically and in 
terms of popular. support, even where the movement remained strongest in, 
and. around, Rotterdam, Gouda, Alkmaar, Hoorn, and The Hague. Since 
1618, there had everywhere been numerous defections of former Remon- 
strants to. the Catholics and other confessions (see pp. 464-5 above). 

Rather the rise of political ‘Arminianism’ in the mid-1620s must be treated 
as a separate, albeit connected, phenomenon. For the party-factions domi- 
nating the politics of the town councils were loose coalitions in which regent 
dynasties strongly linked to a particular confessional stance, like the Van 
Lodensteins, at Delft, or Steyn at Haarlem, rubbed shoulders with trimmers 
and politiques who deemed it opportune to join them.*° Thus many regents 
(and others) had jumped on the Counter-Remonstrant bandwagon without 
necessarily being fervent adherents of Calvinist orthodoxy, or the political 
and social attitudes linked to Counter-Remonstrantism, such as zeal for the 
Union, Stadholder, colonial companies, and war against Spain, or enthusi- 
astic for the suppression of Remonstrantism, Catholicism, and (outside a 
few prescribed places) Lutheranism, or Judaism, and other faiths. 

Political ‘Arminianism’ stemmed from secular. pressures and was in part 
a reaction against the eclipse of Holland following Maurits’s coup of 1618, 
as well as the trade depression commencing in 1621. But, if the ‘Arminian- 
ism’ which captured: Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and other town councils in the 
early and mid-1620s was basically a political and secular phenomenon, it 
nevertheless had far-reaching religious and ideological ramifications.*’ For 
political ‘Arminians’ still operated within a framework infused with theo- 
logical tensions. Just :as political ‘Counter-Remonstrants’ adopted attitudes 
which reached beyond religion, gaining support for this wider stance from 
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strict Calvinists, so political ‘Arminians’ attracted opponents of the remod- 
elled Reformed Church and political attitudes linked to it. This was inherent 
in the situation. Political ‘Arminians’, consequently, resisted the aspirations 
of the public Church, promoted toleration, disliked the war, and aspired to 
reassert Holland’s predominance. Resenting the enhanced authority of 
Generality and Stadholder, political ‘Arminians’ rejected the constitutional 
principles of Maurits’s coup, preferring those of Oldenbarnevelt and Gro- 
tius, asserting the absolute sovereignty of the States of Holland. 

After 1618, the core of Maurits’s power was his control of . vroedschap 
elections. But during the interval before Frederik Hendrik: succeeded: to his 
political functions, this supervision lapsed, though it theoretically devolved, 
for the interim, on the Hof of Holland. This suspension of the Stadholder’s 
authority enabled the political ‘Arminians’ to regain more of the ground, in 
the vroedschappen, they had lost.?* But to keep, and build on, their gains 
they needed the friendship of Frederik Hendrik and, to secure this, had to 
help check the disruptive effects of the Remonstrant-religious resurgence. 
Uyttenbogaert (who had been tutor to the young Frederik Hendrik, and 
remained on friendly terms with him) wrote, ‘from Rouen, promising that 
he and his followers would not try to overturn the Synod of Dordrecht, or 
alter the public Church as now constituted, desiring only freedom of 
practice for their own Church.» Grotius also stressed the need to ‘rein in’ 
the Remonstrant public at this crucial juncture so as to avoid clashes and 
disturbances. ‘But who’, asked Grotius’ brother-in-law, ‘will. have the 
authority to restrain them?’* 

During the summer of 1625, ‘Arminians’ gained control of the Rotterdam 
vroedschap. At Amsterdam, the Counter-Remonstrant party was further 
weakened by a quarrel between Pauw and one of those brought in in 1618, 
Jacob Gerritsz. Hoyngh, a member of the consistory and zealous Counter- 
Remonstrant. Arminians progressed also at Alkmaar, Hoorn, and Gouda. 
There was, concurrently, a general easing of the pressure on Remonstrant 
worship, in these towns, and writers and artists forced to keep silent since 
1618 could now—to an extent—make their views known. Vondel caused a 
general sensation by boldly publishing his poetic drama Palamedes, dealing 
with the judicial murder of a thinly disguised Oldenbarnevelt by an 
Agamemnon unmistakably resembling Maurits.“' This: was too much: the 
Amsterdam magistrates punished Vondel with a heavy fine, though even this 
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comparatively mild punishment was a sign of changed times. There are 
definite hints that Rembrandt’s earliest. known painting, his dramatic 
‘Stoning of St Stephen’ (1625), is also a commentary on the harsh fate of 
Oldenbarnevelt.” 

The Counter-Remonstrants were deeply apprehensive at the prospect of 
Frederik Hendrik succeeding to the stadholderate. His earlier. links with 
Uyttenbogaert, and unwillingness to join Maurits in espousing Counter- 
Remonstrantism, were well known. At the very least, Frederik Hendrik was 
a politique with scant sympathy for Counter-Remonstrant theology and 
attitudes. The States of Holland decided to appoint Frederik - Hendrik 
without changing their Stadholder’s ‘instructions’ but wished to proceed; in 
this matter, jointly with Zeeland. In the States of Zeeland, however, a 
majority took the view that fresh ‘instructions’ should be adopted binding 
the Stadholder to uphold the Reformed religion as presently constituted by 
‘public authority’ under the ‘Acts’ of the National Synod of Dordrecht, 
confirmed by the States General, and provincial assemblies.*? Zeeland sent 
a delegation to The Hague (with Frederik Hendrik away on campaign trying 
to save Breda), to sway Holland. To avoid splitting their own assembly, 
though, the States of Holland preferred to stick to their original decision, 
compelling Zeeland to follow. The Prince took his oath as Stadholder of 
Holland and Zeeland (ironically at Waalwijk), on 2 June 1625. 

In Overijssel and Gelderland; those nobles who had managed affairs for 
Maurits hastened to demonstrate their deference, and usefulness, to 
Frederik Hendrik. Sweder van Haersolte, who had clinched Overijssel’s vote 
in favour of the National Synod, in 1618, and dominated the province’s 
Delegated States, quickly secured Frederik Hendrik’s appointment and 
personally brought his province’s commission to the Prince, at Waalwijk, 
and administered the oath.“ In Gelderland too, there was little difficulty, 
though the States did add to the ‘instructions’ a clause charging their new 
Stadholder to maintain the Reformed faith as ‘presently in force in. this 
duchy’.* 

Matters progressed less smoothly, though, in the remaining provinces. 
Averse to the Prince’s tolerant inclinations the States of Groningen, fol- 
lowed by those of Drenthe, discarded Frederik Hendrik, choosing instead 
the Frisian Stadholder, Ernst Casimir. In Utrecht, Maurits’s commission 
had been revised after the coup, in 1618, to enhance his power to regulate 
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city council elections and manipulate the ridderschap and clerical chamber. 
Although all prominent ‘Arminians’ had been purged, there were still many 
nobles who disliked the changes and now backed moyes:to appoint Frederik 
Hendrik under the ‘instructions’ of 1590, thereby again cutting back the 
Stadholder’s powers. The result would have been to transfer responsibility 
for adjudicating disputes about city council elections from Stadholder to 
ridderschap. But the city, under a firm Counter-Remonstrant regime, allied 
to Counter-Remonstrant elements in the ridderschap, held out for the 
commission of 1618. After. protracted wrangling, a compromise was reached 
but inclining more to the terms of 1618 than 1590. Frederik Hendrik was 
belatedly installed, as Stadholder of Utrecht, only in November. 

When the Prince returned to The Hague, in July 1625, after the loss of 
Breda, he faced a domestic situation of daunting complexity. The 41-year- 
old Stadholder, born in the year of his father’s assassination, was -tem- 
peramentally averse to Counter-Remonstrantism and, in any case, could not 
now revert fully to the political system of his half-brother even had he 
wanted to. Political ‘Arminianism’ was now too strongly ensconced in the 
Holland vroedschappen for that. This meant that he had to find a political 
middle path between the party-factions. But how was he to accomplish this 
in the fraught situation of 1625? If he assisted, or failed to oppose, the 
resurgence of Remonstrantism he would be stirring up a hornets’ nest of 
opposition in the town councils and provincial assemblies. For the revival 
of political ‘Arminianism’ did not mean that political ‘Counter-Remon- 
strantism’ was dead. Far from it. If political ‘Arminianism’ prevailed in the 
Holland ports (other than Enkhuizen), and where popular Remonstrantism 
had previously been strong, there were also key towns where the regents had 
been Arminian, before 1618, but the populace predominantly Counter- 
Remonstrant and where maritime commerce was less important than 
at Amsterdam and Rotterdam, where political ‘Counter-Remonstrantism’ 
remained deeply entrenched.” This was true, in particular, of Haarlem, 
Leiden, and, outside Holland, of Utrecht—all inland cities with large 
proletarian populations. 

Somehow, Frederik Hendrik had to strike a balance which would accom- 
modate both the ‘Arminian’ and ‘Counter-Remonstrant’ -party-factions 
while providing the Republic with the internal stability. which now, more 
than ever, was essential. He was willing to end the organized repression of 
Remonstrant conventicles, a repression continuing in most places outside 
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Amsterdam and Rotterdam, and cultivate links with the political ‘Arminian’ 
leadership. This had been evident from the outset, not least from his 
allowing his Remonstrant friend (Oldenbarnevelt’s son-in-law) Cornelis van 
der Mijle to return to The Hague, showing him public favour—at, of all 
occasions, Maurits’s funeral. But, at the same time, the Prince had no 
intention of leaning so far towards the Arminians as to drive the Counter- 
Remonstrants into outright opposition. From his perspective, such an 
outcome would have been disastrous. His objective was a via media which 
would leave the Counter-Remonstrants, and public Church, with enough of 
their previous gains for them to wish, and need, to co-operate with him. His 
goal was to make both party-factions dependent on himself, -as the indis- 
pensable arbiter who held the balance.” Frederik Hendrik was, and re- 
mained, a politique through and through: If religious conviction influenced 
his politics, it was hard to discern where. The Venetian ambassador, 
Contarini, believed the new Prince of Orange ‘had no religion other than 
‘ragion di stato’.* 

It was typical of Frederik Hendrik to proceed adroitly, taking every 
precaution to avoid inflaming the situation. Through intermediaries, he 
intimated that, for the moment, he did not wish prominent Remonstrant 
exiles. to return or create difficulties .by agitating for this. When Uyttenbo- 
gaert did: return from France, in September 1626, the Prince quietly 
protected him, while, at the same time, declining to meet him.® Predictably, 
Frederik Hendrik’s deftness in distributing favours to both sides, what the 
younger Dudley. Carleton called the ‘indifferent and moderate course which 
his Excellency hath hitherto holden’, was ‘little satisfactorie to either’ side.*’ 
But it was effective, giving both party-factions' reason to refrain from 
criticizing his conduct of affairs and to defer to his authority.” 

One major risk of the Stadholder’s strategy was that the resurgence of 
Remonstrant .gatherings would provoke the fury of the Counter-Remon- 
strant masses. For in the largest cities, including Amsterdam, most of the 
public remained: Counter-Remonstrant in sympathy. The danger was made 
starkly evident in April: 1626, when. Amsterdam’s most fervent orthodox 
preacher, :Adriaen Smout, openly incited the populace to disrupt the Sunday 
prayer-gatherings of the. Remonstrants.*? There was rioting on 13 and 14 
April in which the mob scattered.a conventicle and demolished.a house used 
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for Remonstrant services. The civic militia, the rank and file of which was 
also Counter-Remonstrant in sympathy, proved reluctant to obey the orders 
of an ‘Arminian’ vroedschap to: suppress Counter-Remonstrant crowds.™ 
When the city council asked the consistory to order preachers to admonish 
the people to eschew violence and be tranquil, the exasperated elders 
refused. 

Frederik Hendrik made no attempt to persuade the States of Holland to 
cancel the placards forbidding Remonstrant prayer-gatherings, as Uytten- 
bogaert and Episcopius wished. On the other hand, he made no effort to 
enforce the placards, as his brother had done and Counter-Remonstrants 
demanded. Consequently, a glaring disparity of practice ensued. Where 
Counter-Remonstrant preponderance persisted, as at Haarlem, Leiden, 
Enkhuizen, Utrecht, Nijmegen, and Kampen, repression of Arminian con- 
venticles, in the name of the States General and provincial assemblies, 
continued as before. But where political Arminianism prevailed, Remon- 
strant gatherings occurred increasingly openly and, soon, practically un- 
disturbed. In the larger ‘Arminian’ towns of Holland neither the 
Gecommitteerde Raden, nor the States, could: interfere. However, there were 
centres of Remonstrant agitation which formed a different category—be- 
cause of the presence of army garrisons. These included Nijmegen, Heusden, 
Utrecht, Schoonhoven, and Oudewater..The question arose whether, in such 
cases, Counter-Remonstrant town councils could call on army comman- 
ders—as they had under Maurits—to suppress Arminian gatherings. It thus 
‘marked a crucial shift when, in February 1626, Frederik. Hendrik instructed 
officers in Utrecht that troops were no longer to be made available for 
quelling peaceful Remonstrant meetings.*5 The: change was confirmed, in 
April 1627, when the Counter-Remonstrant .vroedschap of Schoonhoven 
requested troops with which to suppress. conventicles. The Prince.ruled that 
troops were not to be used to break up orderly gatherings but only ‘in case 
of publique tumults and violences’.*° 

By creating a. balance; the new Stadholder: was, in effect, siding with the 
Arminians, or at least the political ‘Arminians’.. He had to rein.in manifes- 
tations of Remonstrantism, but, at the same time, deliberately encouraged 
the revival of political ‘Arminian’ power in the town councils. Wherever the 
Arminians were a force, Frederik Hendrik sought to advance their position 
and ease out the ‘Church’ party. In August 1626, Grotius noted that he was 
backing ‘Arminian’ regents in the power struggles between the party- 
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factions at Hoorn, Alkmaar, Gouda, and Brill.’ In December 1626, the 
younger Carleton complained that ‘at Utrecht and Delft... certain bitter 
Arminians are crept into the Magistracie by the nominacion of the burgers, 
but by the election of the Prince of Orange, whome the late Prince had in 
the time of reformacion displaced for Arminianisme’.* Similarly, at 
Nijmegen, early in 1627,°° Frederik Hendrik reversed Maurits’s intervention 
of 1618 and restored the Arminians, though in the longer run at Nijmegen, 
as at Gouda, the Counter-Remonstrants regained the upper hand.” The new 
regime, forged in the years 1625-7, rested on.a deft balancing of party- 
factions; but it was yet weighted towards the Arminians. 

Nevertheless, at the level of provincial managers, what is chiefly striking 
is the strong element of continuity with the regime of Maurits. Only two of 
Maurits’s managers, Francois van Aerssen (for the moment) and Adriaen 
Manmaker, were discarded with the advent of Frederik Hendrik; and 
Maurits had already withdrawn his favour from the former. Two professed 
‘Arminians’, Count Floris I] of Culemborg, a foe of Maurits, and the 
poet-politician Simon van Beaumont (1574-1654), Pensionary of Middel- 
burg (where, recently, political Arminians had come to the fore), were 
brought into the inner circle of provincial managers and Stadholder’s 
confidants. But, in most cases, the political bosses who managed the 
provincial and quarter assemblies for Frederik Hendrik were identical to 
those who served Maurits, confirming that the structures of influence and 
clientage in the provinces—whether regent or noble—remained largely 
independent of the Stadholder. Van den Bouchorst still dominated the 
Holland ridderschap, Ploos the States of Utrecht, and Van Haersolte the 
States. of Overijssel. Goosen Schaffer, pre-eminent in Groningen under 
Maurits, and uniquely well connected with both the city and the Ommelander 
jonkers, remained pre-eminent under Frederik Hendrik. The States General 
committee which negotiated the alliance with England, in October 1625, 
included Duyck, Van den Bouchorst, Schaffer, Randwijk, and Culemborg.” 
The simultaneous alliance with Denmark was handled by a committee of 
seven including Van Haersolte, Randwijk, Schaffer, and Culemborg.® 

Most towns: became firmly tied to one party-faction or the other. 
Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Dordrecht, and Alkmaar were now ‘Arminian’ 
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towns, although Amsterdam remained unstable owing to the strength of 
Counter-Remonstrantism in the city. Haarlem, Leiden, and Utrecht, by 
contrast, and numerous smaller. towns, remained solidly Counter-Remon- 
strant. But there were also towns where Frederik Hendrik’s manipulations 
produced no clear outcome, other than conflict and instability which 
continued for years. Delft, Gouda, and Nijmegen were towns where the 
Stadholder’s intervention: temporarily weakened but, in the medium term, 
failed to break the Counter-Remonstrant ascendancy. The result was 
turmoil followed, notably at Gouda, by reversion to Counter-Remonstrant 
dominance. At Utrecht; the Prince’s attempt to unseat the Counter-Remon- 
strants was supported by the provincial ridderschap in the years 1626-8 but 
ultimately failed to break the hold of Johan van Weede, the Counter- 
Remonstrant burgomaster who dominated. the city. During this tussle, the 
Utrecht ‘Arminians’ were backed by two of the remaining four voting towns 
of the province—Amersfoort and Wijk-bij-Duurstede, the Counter-Remon- 
strants by Rhenen and Montfoort.™ In Utrecht, Counter-Remonstrantism, 
partly a reaction to the strong Catholic presence in the city, also denoted 
zeal for the city’s rights in the contest with the ridderschap for control of the 
deeply divided States and province. 

But unquestionably the most chronic local instability in the late 1620s was 
that unsettling Amsterdam. By 1627, Rotterdam was openly defying other 
Holland towns,: refusing to suppress Remonstrant gatherings.® But in 
Rotterdam Counter-Remonstrant support was sparse. Very different was 
the position in Amsterdam. As the Arminians tightened their grip on. the 
city government, and battled to control the civic militia, tension and 
acrimony mounted. The burgomasters who emerged from the elections of 
February 1628, headed by Andries Bicker and Jacob de Graeff, led the city’s 
‘Amminian’ faction, which was to dominate Amsterdam’s politics for de- 
cades to come. The city’s preachers, led by Smout, incensed that the city’s 
former stance was now being discarded in favour of a more liberal policy 
towards dissenting religious conventicles, none too subtly took to inciting 
the populace against the regents. On 8 March 1628, a Remonstrant 
prayer-meeting was again disrupted by rioting. The burgomasters, only too 
aware of the precariousness of their position, and the deep divisions within 
the civic militia, asked the Stadholder to come in person to restore calm. 
Frederik Hendrik arrived accompanied by two members of the Gecommit- 
teerde Raden—one Arminian and one Counter-Remonstrant—and a retinue 
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of nobles. The Prince requested explanations from both sides: the burgo- 
masters blamed the trouble on rebellious preachers inciting the populace, 
the consistory on the vroedschap’s toleration of Arminian gatherings. A 
group of Counter-Remonstrant merchants, as well as the directors of the 
Amsterdam Chamber of the WIC, also petitioned the Stadholder to revert 
to his brother’s policies and forbid Remonstrant meetings. The Prince urged 
both sides to moderation and calm. 

But the effect of the visitation soon wore off. A new furore erupted when 
the burgomasters replaced a Counter-Remonstrant militia captain with a 
well-known ‘Arminian’, Jan Claesz. Viooswijck, who had been purged from 
the Amsterdam militia in-1618. Part of Vlooswijck’s company then refused 
to serve under a man whom they called a ‘godless libertine’ and were then 
also dismissed from the militia. The 800-man Amsterdam city militia was 
now dangerously agitated. Openly seditious pamphlets appeared, proclaim- 
ing the civic militia the true guardians of the people, public Church, and 
privileges of the city, recalling the decisive part they had played in the 
overthrow of the Catholic city council in 1578. Defying the burgomasters, 
a delegation of rebellious Counter-Remonstrant militiamen and citizenry, 
led by a physician, Carel Leenaertsz, proceeded to The Hague, in December 
1628, formally protested to the States of Holland, and received a hearing 
from the Stadholder.” The petitioners, claiming to represent the burghers 
of Amsterdam, complained that the city council had broken their undertak- 
ing to the Stadholder, made in his presence, in April, to maintain the public 
Church, and be ‘accommodating and pleasant’ towards the populace.” They 
deplored not only the new leniency régarding Arminian conventicles, but 
also that towards Amsterdam’s Catholics, who, they alleged, now enjoyed 
greater freedom than at any time since 1578, practising their ‘superstitious 
idolatry as if they were in Spain’, with services being held regularly in forty 
different houses in the city. 

The petitioners also attacked the constitutional principles of the Arminian 
faction now controlling Amsterdam. The ideological battle revolved at this 
point around Grotius’ Apology for the Legitimate Government of Holland, 
clandestinely published in 1622, which held that each of the Seven Provinces 
was fully sovereign within its borders, including in church affairs.° The 
book, banned by the States General, in November. 1622, was resolutely 
suppressed by some towns of Holland but, the rebellious citizenry 
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complained, had been twice reprinted, in Amsterdam, and was being freely 
distributed as if it were the official version of the events of 1618-19 and the 
constitutional points involved. They denounced Grotius’ book as trebly 
seditious, compromising the authority of the States General, Stadholder, 
and public Church. 

Like Grotius, the ‘Arminian’ Amsterdam city council regarded the civic 
militia as purely civic in character. In their view, it represented neither the 
people nor the Union, and had no business seeking to defend the public 
Church, or appealing to the States of Holland or Stadholder. Faced by 
insubordination on such a scale, the burgomasters, seriously alarmed, sent 
a request to the Stadholder for troops to help them master the situation and 
restore calm. The Stadholder ordered in six regular companies of infantry. 
The dissidents’ ringleaders were arrested. Leenaertsz was tried, heavily fined, 
and sentenced:to perpetual. banishment.” The civic militia was subjected to 
a further purge and a new oath of allegiance. 

The suppression of the Amsterdam militia ‘mutiny and the Stadholder’s 
supporting the vroedschap with troops brought the debate about the Union, 
public Church, and role of the civic militias to fever pitch. Theologico- 
political pamphlets. poured from the presses. Against the ‘Arminian’ town 
governments stood the increasingly exasperated Counter-Remonstrant city 
councils of Leiden, Haarlem, Gouda, and Utrecht.”’ In the States of 
Holland, the Counter-Remonstrants refused to condemn the actions of the 
Amsterdam militia, despite the defiance of a regent regime. Holland, more 
than any other province, was now deeply divided.” Yet in view of the 
perilous external situation of the Republic. neither side wished to see the 
contest escalate to the point where it might seriously unsettle the regime.or 
disrupt the mechanism of the State. 

In the years 1625-8 the United Provinces remained under siege without 
and intense pressure within. There was little or no alleviation of either the 
trade depression or the dismal strategic situation both of which, in some 
respects, grew worse.”? The Habsburgs extended their power over northern 
Germany. The commercial slump dragged on through the years 1625-9 
when, besides the existing embargoes and dislocation caused by the Swed- 
ish—Polish conflict in the Baltic, the Spaniards mounted:a sustained block- 
ade on the rivers and stepped up their naval offensive. Privateers operating 


™ Wagenaar, Amsterdam, i. 500-4. 

™ GA Leiden Sec. Arch 917, res. vroed. 19 Jan. 1629; GA Gouda OA 9, fo. 112V, res. vroed. 
26 Feb. 1629. 

” De Fijne, Eenige Tractaatjes, ii. 200-1. 

7% Israel, Dutch Republic and the Hispanic: World, 116-17, 190-4; Israel, Empires and 
Entrepots, 118. 


The Republic under Siege, 1621-1628 497 


from Dunkirk and Ostend captured numerous Dutch ships in the North Sea 
and Channel, forcing Dutch freight rates higher, and, in 1625 and 1627 
particularly, inflicting great damage on the Dutch herring fleets. Even so, 
the worst of the crisis was now over. Frederik Hendrik showed patience and 
adroitness in coping with the difficulties, providing firmer, more resolute 
leadership than could Maurits in the last years of his life. Still more 
important, after capturing Breda, the Spaniards had been unable to con- 
tinue their land offensive. At that stage the Republic had:appeared to be in 
serious difficulty and Spanish ministers knew this. But the strain imposed by 
the resumption of war in the Low Countries on Spain’s finances was 
immense and the insupportable cost in men and money of the Bergen-op- 
Zoom and Breda campaigns had persuaded even Olivares that the offensive 
had to be abandoned. In May 1625 the Council of State, in Madrid, agreed 
to cease offensive operations against the Dutch by land, place the army of 
Flanders on a defensive footing, and cut the funds provided from Spain by 
one-sixth. A third factor mitigating the crisis was that although the Spanish 
river blockade paralysed the Republic’s river trade with the south Nether- 
lands and the Rhineland, the damage was offset, as far as most of the 
population was concerned, by the resulting glut of victuals within the 
Republic. The Spanish action, in effect, engineered a sharp drop in food 
prices affording welcome relief to the hard-pressed urban population. 

By the winter of 1628-9, there was unmistakable evidence that a basic 
shift in the balance of military power in the Low Countries was under way. 
While the Spanish army of Flanders, contracted after the fall of Breda, from 
1626, the Dutch standing army grew. Where the financial predicament of 
the Spanish Crown steadily worsened, that of the States General eased, 
owing to the new excises introduced in 1623-4 and the French subsidy. 
Where the Dutch had fought alone hitherto, England entered the war 
against Spain, in 1625, in alliance with the Republic. The sensational success 
of the WIC fleet, under Piet Heyn, in capturing the Mexican treasure convoy 
off the Cuban coast, at Matanzas, in 1628, further depressed Spain’s 
fortunes and encouraged the Dutch, the eleven million guilders in captured 
silver greatly enhancing the prospects of the WIC. But most decisive of all 
was the Franco-Spanish conflict which broke out over the Mantuan 
Succession (1628-31), resulting in a massive diversion of Spanish cash and 
troops to Italy which would otherwise have been committed to the Nether- 
lands.” It was this—for Spain—disastrous Mantuan entanglement above 
all, which explains why the United Provinces achieved, rather suddenly 


™% Elliott, Count-Duke. of Olivares, 366-7. 


498 The Early Golden Age, 1588-1647 


(albeit temporarily), a general superiority over Spanish arms in the Low 
Countries at the end of the 1620s. 

The Spanish army of Flanders, amounting to 70,000 to 80,000 men during 
the years of the offensive, between 1621 and 1625, comprised only 50,000 
men by 1628.75 Spain still maintained a string of formidable garrisons in the 
Low Countries, the largest being those of Breda, ’s-Hertogenbosch, Wesel, 
and in and around Antwerp (see Table 26). But there was now a less than 
adequate field army to cover these somewhat widely separated bases and 
they were also less well supplied than a few years earlier. 


TABLE 26. The Spanish ring around the Republic, 1626-1628 


Garrison Dec. Feb. Future troop-levels 
1626 1628 planned in Apr. 1628 
Lingen 2,000 1,353 2,200 
Grol 1,500 (lost in 1627) 
Wesel 2,500 3,077 2,750 
Rheinberg 800 1,695 1,800 
Disseldorf 600 581 200 
Geldern 400 400 400 
Roermond 400 506 ? 
*s-Hertogenbosch 1,500 2,730 2,500 
Breda 2,000 4,067 2,500 
Antwerp with Zandvliet 600 3,518 2,360 
Hulst 600 844 1,500 
Sas van Gent 600 500 600 
Bruges and the 
Bruges—Ghent canal 1,400 580 400 
Damme 1,000 546 
Ostend 1,000 166 800 


Note: The table shows actual reported troop-strength in the main Spanish fixed garrisons 
around the Republic and the garrison strengths fixed in Madrid in April 1628 as 


appropriate for a long-drawn-out war of attrition by Olivares, Spinola, .and other 
ministers. 


Sources: AGS Estado 2041, consulta of the Cosnejo de Estado, 10 Mar. 1627; AGS Estado 
2321, ‘Relacién de los oficiales y soldados’, Mar. 1628; AGS Estado 2320, ‘Relacién de la 
gente de guerra de guarnicion que se ha ajustado que es necessario que aya en los presidios 
de los estados de Flandes’, Apr. 1628. 


Meanwhile Stadholder and Raad van State had persuaded the States 
General, in March 1626, to increase Dutch troop-strength by 7,000 men, 
from 48,000 to 55,000, making the army, for the first time, equivalent to or 
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larger than the army of Flanders. Soon after, Dutch troops, under Ernst 
Casimir, captured Oldenzaal, liquidating the Spanish presence in Overijssel. 
The following year, the States General voted a further increase in troop- 
strength to §8,000 men, so that the Dutch army was now appreciably larger 
than the army of Flanders.” In 1627, after a short siege, Frederik Hendrik 
captured Grol, clearing the Spaniards from the Achterhoek of Gelderland. 
Yet, for the moment and during most of 1628, the wider situation still 
favoured Spain.”’ For in 1627, the armies of the Emperor and Catholic 
League, in Germany, advancing northwards, decisively defeated the king of 
Denmark. The Habsburgs now dominated the whole of north Germany, 
and the Dutch situation appeared as precarious as at any time since the 
1580s.” Hence, during 1628, the States General were forced to concentrate 
their forces in the north-east, ordering their commanders to keep strictly on 
the defensive. The army of the Catholic League, with Imperialist contin- 
gents, entered East Friesland, occupying positions close to the Dutch 
border. There was no fighting but the tension was acute. The States General 
stopped the flow of provisions, beyond the Dutch garrisons, to the Ems 
valley. From Madrid, Olivares laboured to arrange a joint Imperialist- 
Spanish invasion across the Ems into Groningen, and beyond, a threat 
which seemed very real to the Dutch during most of 1628.” 


POLITICS, IDEOLOGY, AND THE GREAT DUTCH TOLERATION 
DEBATE OF THE LATE 1620S 


Lacking the support of the Stadholder, the Counter-Remonstrants were 
now heavily dependent on their ability to sway the public, and therefore on 
publicity and propaganda. The effect was further to embitter and intensify 
the war of ideologies fought through the printed word. Accused by 
Uyttenbogaert of rejecting the Spanish king’s faith but adopting his intoler- 
ant methods,® Counter-Remonstrants lambasted the Remonstrants as ‘hy- 
pocrites’ who, before 1618, had lorded over Utrecht, Rotterdam, Gouda, 
Hoom, Alkmaar, Tiel, and Zaltbommel, so intolerantly they had refused to 
permit even one preacher ‘of our persuasion’. The Arminians, they held, 
were not really a Church at all but a political faction who had deliberately 
divided the public Church in order to weaken the Union and control the 
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state. Bicker and De Graeff might claim to be members of the public Church 
but, Counter-Remonstrant propaganda assured the people, they were ‘dis- 
simulators’, members of the same pernicious faction of ‘Arminians’ and 
‘Barneveldists’ who had subverted the Union until 1618."' Meanwhile, in 
their own towns, Counter-Remonstrant city governments cracked. down 
with all the means at their disposal. The men put in in 1618 at Leiden, 
according to Pachier de Fijne, were now the fiercest persecutors in Holland, 
relentlessly fining and: banishing their own citizens in their unholy zeal to 
crush Arminian sentiment in the city.” 

Among the leading Counter-Remonstrant controversialists of the late 
1620s were Adriaen Smout and Jacobus Trigland at Amsterdam, Roseaus 
at The Hague, and, perhaps the most systematic as an anti-toleration 
publicist, Henricus Arnoldi of Delft." Arnoldi, asked to write the South 
Holland Synod’s remonstrance of July 1628, petitioning the States of 
Holland to enforce the ban on Remonstrant conventicles, denounced 
Remonstrantism as politically as well as theologically subversive, as it 
caused disturbances in the body politic—he cited recent riots in Rotterdam, 
Gouda, Delft, Warmond, Oestgeest, and Hazerswoude—and spread Pela- 
gian and Socinian ideas.*4 He argued that toleration -had now gone too far 
in the United Provinces and should, as a matter of urgency, be pruned back. 

Arnoldi expounded his arguments most systematically in his tract Vande 
Conscientie-dwangh, published at Delft, in 1629. It is striking that he 
expressly bases his philosophy of intolerance on the principles of the Revolt 
and Union of Utrecht. Refusing freedom to gather, practise, publish, and 
teach, he insisted (contradicting Coornhert), in no way conflicted with the 
freedom of conscience enshrined in the Union of Utrecht.*5 Consequently, 
the toleration for which the Remonstrants were now calling—in contrast to 
their previous, pre-1618, stance—conflicted with the authentic legacy of the 
Revolt against Spain and was incompatible with the ‘freedom’ for which 
William the Silent, and the generation of the Revolt, had fought. He pointed 
out that neither the States General; nor provincial States, had ever auth- 
orized the ‘free exercise of their pretended religions to the Lutherans or 
Mennonites, and still less to the godless Jews, in these lands; their conduct- 
ing services in some places occurs only as a consequence of the secular 
authorities turning a blind eye’.* Nor was it only the Remonstrants. who 
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should be vigorously suppressed by the Generality and the provincial 
governments. He allowed that the Lutherans.and Mennonites could safely 
be tolerated ‘as long as they keep silent and do not concern themselves with 
political matters, or the public Church, and avoid all conspiracy against the 
state of these United Provinces’.*’ But tolerating Jews, he argued, damages 
all Christian society ‘since they insult the name of Christ’, so that Jews 
should not be tolerated anywhere. 

-Arnoldi rightly saw that the toleration the Remonstrants were now calling 
for differed from the pre-1618 toleration of Arminius, Grotius, and Uytten- 
bogaert fundamentally. He was correct also in discerning Episcopius rather 
than Uyttenbogaert as the true author of the new toleration. In Arnoldi’s 
view, the Arminians, whatever they claimed, derived their new principles not 
from ‘God’s Word, or Scripture... but the books of Dierick Volckertsz. 
Coornhert’**—-still a damning indictment in the eyes of many regents. 
Arnoldi made much of the inconsistency of Episcopius, Uyttenbogaert, De 
Fijne, and the other Remonstrant advocates of toleration, whom he accused 
of unremitting intolerance towards the Counter-Remonstrants before 1618. 
He also ridiculed the examples they offered the regents of the. benefits 
stemming. from toleration, insisting that it was absurd to cite Poland under 
King Stephen ‘Bathory as a model of tranquil coexistence between Re- 
formed, Lutherans, and Catholics. since Poland .was a land of chronic 
instability and turmoil.” 

All the .Remonstrant leaders participated in the new intellectual and 
publicity campaign in favour of toleration. They all argued for toleration in 
general and not: merely a particular toleration for Remonstrants. Only 
Grotius, in Paris, persisted in adhering to the very limited concept of 
toleration which he had proclaimed before 1618, insisting that a public or 
state Church, supreme over the religious life of the bulk of society, was 
absolutely necessary to the stability of society and the body politic.” While 
he had conceded that the regime which he had served had ‘connived’ at 
Lutheran and Mennonite conventicles, for practical reasons, he had denied 
that these-Churches were tolerated on any basis of principle or that they 
should be. For Grotius, the unchallengeable ascendancy of the public 
Church over society was more fundamental to its well-being than freedom 
for confessional minorities to organize or the individual openly to dissent. 
His ideal was an internally tolerant state Church, doctrinally soft-centred— 
he was resolutely opposed to the forcing of the individual conscience—but 
institutionally powerful, embracing the great majority of society. Thus, 
Grotius’.. toleration was no more. than an acceptance of theological 
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disparities, as far as practicable, within the public Church. This is. the 
toleration he proclaimed in his early treatise Meletius (1611; a text only 
recently published), and to which he adhered throughout his life. Fun- 
damentally, Grotius’ toleration resembled that of Lipsius and Scaliger, 
advanced a generation earlier, subordinating theological dispute to the 
requirements of the public good and keeping dissenting Churches as 
peripheral and inconspicuous as possible. Grotius’ treatise on the toleration 
of the Jews, of 1614, fits very much within this frame. On balance, he takes 
the view that it is right for a Christian society to tolerate Jews but he 
opposed the granting of full freedom of worship and stipulated harsh 
restrictions to ensure that Jews did not publicize their faith, convert 
Christians, or polemicize against Christianity.” 

But even Grotius made some contribution to the great toleration debate 
which began with the onset of Frederik Hendrik’s stadholderate and which 
(though it continued through the 1630s) was at its most intense and decisive 
phase in the late 1620s. Grotius advised his ideological allies inside the 
United Provinces to commence their campaign by extending the toleration 
accorded to Lutheran worship. Grotius, seeing that Luther’s doctrine of will 
and Grace approximated to that of Arminius, believed that greater tolera- 
tion of Lutheranism in the Republic would, of itself, eventually lead the 
States of Holland to accept the setting up of a separate Remonstrant 
Church.” 

Meanwhile, Uyttenbogaert argued for a broader toleration and so did his 
colleagues, among them Paschier de Fijne, who in his tracts of these years 
vehemently denounced the intolerance and ‘Calvinistic fury’ of the Counter- 
Remonstrants, denouncing all religious persecution as destructive of human 
freedom and also of economic prosperity. Like Uyttenbogaert and Episco- 
pius, he cited the commercial and industrial slump gripping Holland and 
Zeeland in the 1620s as unassailable evidence of the harmful effects of 
religious persecution, ascribing the economic malaise to the repression of 
Arminian merchants and artisans, some of whom had chosen to emigrate.” 
Both Uyttenbogaert and De Fijne pressed for toleration of other Churches 
besides that of the Remonstrants, Uyttenbogaert eventually coming round, 
in a tract which he addressed to Frederik Hendrik in 1639, to urge the full 
and unrestricted toleration of Catholic worship in the United Provinces.” 
Yet only Episcopius amongst the Remonstrant publicists of the late 1620s 
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and 1630s can be said to have developed a fully fledged doctrine of 
toleration, breaking with the premisses of the past, arguing for unrestricted 
freedom of practice, as well as of conscience, for all Churches and individ- 
uals, accepting the validity of variety of religions and human belief.** He was 
also the first since Coornhert, preceding Uyttenbogaert, to argue expressly 
in favour of tolerating Catholic practice as distinct from conventicles. 
Episcopius, reviving Coornhert, championed a wider concept of toleration, 
the tradition continued in the work of Philippus van Limborch, later in the 
century, which eventually influenced Locke. 

The difference between Episcopius, in his key tract Vrye Godes-dienst 
(1627) and the Apologia pro Confessione Remonstrantium (1629), and 
Uyttenbogaert or De Fijne is that the Amsterdammer derives his toleration 
principles from his theology, working out the implications to make a 
consistent whole. According to Episcopius, Christians largely agree on the 
essentials of their faith, most contemporary theological dispute being about 
non necessaria over which consensus is neither needed nor possible. A wide 
variety of views may legitimately be derived from Scripture, which means 
that diversity of belief is not harmful, and indeed has a certain validity, in 
God’s eyes, each strand comprising fragments of truth. Consequently, the 
views of every individual about Scripture ought to have validity in the eyes 
of other individuals, Churches, and the State. Disparity in interpreting 
Scripture Episcopius thus elevates to a positive good, where for Amoldi and 
the Counter-Remonstrants such diversity is a plague. From the outset, 
Episcopius’ toleration had as much to do with the freedom of the individual, 
and the impermissibility of coercion, within any given Church, as with 
toleration of practice for each Church. 

Episcopius’ Vrye Godes-dienst (Free Religion) narrates a dialogue between 
a Remonstrant, and a Counter-Remonstrant, layman, evoking echoes of 
innumerable lay encounters pervading Dutch life—not least in town halls, 
taverns, and passenger-barges—for over two decades. The Counter-Remon- 
strant argues that society will be more stable, and the state stronger, if only 
one Church is permitted to hold divine service publicly, and preach, 
publicize, and teach its faith, backed by the state. By contrast, Episcopius’ 
Arminian holds that allowing freedom of practice to all Churches, and free 
preaching and teaching, frees society from the pent-up stress, and frustra- 
tion, inevitable when there are many views and beliefs but only one inter- 
pretation of Scripture finds public expression.”’ Where the.state enforces one 
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particular confession, forbidding other views, resentment and disillusion- 
ment will inevitably grow within the public Church, as well as autside, in 
those who reject it in their hearts. But also, within dissenting Churches, all 
efforts to stifle internal criticism of articles of faith imposed by that Church’s 
authorities, in their desire to keep their Church’s teachings uniform and 
confessionally pure, are mistaken and violate the legitimate freedom of the 
individual. For no human conscience, or intellect, is above another, or can 
judge another.” Everybody has equal access to God’s.Word and God’s 
truth. Not only persecution, but ecclesiastical authority, imposed by any 
form of coercion is wrong, and harms society, not just because it generates 
resentment, and disrupts political and economic life, but, still more, because 
coercion stifles true enquiry into Scripture, reducing the individual to an 
unthinking cipher or worse, a hypocrite who, in his heart, rejects what 
publicly he professes.” 

Toleration, in Episcopius’ view, strengthens the state because only that 
state is secure whose citizens are content, and this can only be where 
conscience, enquiry, and religious practice are free and untrammelled. In.a 
free society, nobody will resent the state and want to overthrow it. On the 
contrary, its citizens, whatever their beliefs, will cherish and defend it. For 
the hatred of the state which breeds conspiracy and subversion, and makes 
citizens unwilling to support it, is the product of intolerance and lack of 
freedom. It is only ‘free minds and hearts’, he insists, ‘that are willing to 
support the common interest’: How does Episcopius square this with the 
danger posed, in the midst of war with Spain and the south Netherlands, by 
the hostility of Dutch Catholics? He takes the bull by: the horns, arguing 
that Catholics should enjoy the same freedom of exercise as others, 
provided, in this case, that political precautions are taken. To safeguard the 
state, Episcopius proposes that Catholics must ‘declare that they. will 
conduct themselves as true and upright subjects according to the laws of the 
country’ and take an oath of loyalty before the. magistracy ‘with express 
renunciation of all those maxims which would dispense them from such an 
oath’.’” 

How can there be a public Church, under Episcopius’ toleration, if there 
can be no confessional discipline, or ecclesiastical authority? Episcopius 
answered, in -his Apologia, that Remonstrants did not deny the public 
Church, or any Church, the right to impose discipline of belief and conduct, 
based on spiritual authority. They denied only that the public Church, or 
any Church, could legitimately coerce, or penalize, its members—with or 
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without the backing of the secular authority."” The sole ecclesiastical power 
which was valid was that to teach and persuade, the exercising of a purely 
spiritual sway.’ Only this kind of authority, moreover, could elicit true and 
sincere compliance. Thus not merely did the secular authority have no right 
to impose any Church on the people, it had no business trying to influence, 
on theological grounds, the individual’s life-style and private morality. 

The great Dutch toleration debate of the late 1620s resounded through 
the length and breadth of the land, interacting continually with the wider 
political debate. On the constitutional side, the Counter-Remonstrants’ 
most able publicist was the new Pensionary of Haarlem, Gillis de Glarges, 
one of the few south Netherlanders brought to the fore by Maurits’s coup 
d'état. De Glarges demanded that the States General purge the Amsterdam 
vroedschap, as had been done in 1618. He lambasted Grotius, insisting the 
States General were, in part, a sovereign body.’ Interestingly, he also 
rejected Grotius’ principle that the regent city councils possessed an absolute 
right to ‘represent’, and speak for, the citizenry of the Holland towns, 
reminding readers that the Arminians had been happy enough to back 
popular insurrection, at Alkmaar and Leeuwarden, in 1609-10, when it 
suited them. For De Glarges, there were contexts in which the citizenry 
should express their views. Unmoved, Grotius wrote to Uyttenbogaert, in 
May 1629, reiterating that neither the Revolt against Spain, nor the Union 
of Utrecht, altered, or diluted, the powers and privileges of the city councils 
and provinces, and that the other provinces had no right to intervene in 
Holland, or change magistracies in the Holland towns, though it was 
legitimate for Holland to help other provinces to ‘conserve their rights and 
authority’.’*> At times Grotius’ juristic dexterity verged on double-talk, but 
at its heart was his burning conviction that toleration, in his limited sense, 
and the well-being and stability of society, could only be safe in the hands 
of the Republic’s proper ruling élite, namely the regents, and that there was 
no basis on which the people could question the authority of the regents. 
As Grotius saw it, once tyranny was removed there was no longer any 
justification for the people to intervene in the political sphere. 
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FREDERIK HENDRIK VICTORIOUS 
AND THE REGENTS DIVIDED, 1629-1632 


Only over the winter of 1628-9, when the Catholic League forces withdrew, 
did it become clear how fundamentally the Mantuan war had altered the 
strategic balance in the Low Countries. The Dutch had remained contin- 
ually on the defensive since 1604. Now, suddenly, there was the opportunity 
to break the Spanish ring encircling the Republic. At Brussels, the Infanta 
Isabella had, by February 1629, become extremely worried. She warned 
Philip that if the Dutch should besiege Breda or ’s-Hertogenbosch, ‘we see 
no way of saving either’.' 

Frederik Hendrik hastened to profit from Spain’s predicament. But at this 
point domestic difficulties threatened to interfere. Inevitably, a major 
offensive required additional troops, equipment, and supplies, and therefore 
funds. But following the recent furore at Amsterdam, the Counter- Remon- 
strant towns were in no mood to co-operate. In the circumstances they 
preferred a static war, at less cost, until what they regarded as the menace 
of resurgent Arminianism had been crushed. In the debates, over war- 
finance, of February 1629, the States of Holland split along ideological lines. 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam supported the Stadholder’s request for resour- 
ces, which they could scarcely refuse, given their dependence on his 
protection. By contrast, the Counter-Remonstrant towns—Leiden, Haar- 
lem, Enkhuizen, Edam, and Schoonhoven—insisted there should be no 
offensive until ‘religion and regime’ had been placed on a sound basis.’ 
Thus, they sought to impede the Stadholder’s strategic plans as a weapon 
in their struggle with Remonstrantism and political Arminianism. Orange 
had to press hard, detaching Leiden, by working on Burgomaster van 
Brouckhoven, to win his majority. 
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With funds secured, additional troops were raised, bringing Dutch troop 
strength, by April 1629, to 77,000, half as much again. as the army of 
Flanders. Commanding a field army of 28,000,.and provided with a huge 
artillery train, the Stadholder swept down on. ’s-Hertogenbosch. In desper- 
ation, Isabella begged for Imperial assistance, which arrived in the shape of 
16,000 men, under Count Montecuccoli. Together Imperialists and Spa- 
niards launched a diversionary thrust across the [Jssel, into the Dutch 
interior, the strategy the Dutch had most feared since Spinola’s offensive of 
1606, but which the Spaniards had not attempted to repeat until this point. 
Across the IJssel, the Spaniards hoped to sow sufficient panic in Holland to 
force Frederik Hendrik to pull back. But he stuck doggedly to his siege. The 
States of Holland hurriedly raised 5,000 civic militia men, sending them to 
garrisons in the south, drawing off regular troops which were then rushed 
to the IJssel line, Amsterdam dispatching 500 men to Heusden and Steen- 
bergen.‘ Holland also borrowed thousands of seamen and WIC troops 
preparing for the invasion of Brazil launched the following year. At the 
height of the emergency, the States General, reportedly, had 128,000 men 
under arms. The Imperialists penetrated as far as Amersfoort, which 
promptly surrendered and where Catholic worship was briefly restored. ‘But 
the Habsburg invasion collapsed when Dutch troops, far in the rear, 
surprised, and captured, Wesel, the principal Spanish base on the lower 
Rhine, :in Cleves. This severed the Spanish supply lines, compelling the 
Imperialist and Spanish troops in Utrecht and Gelderland to withdraw to 
their [Jssel crossing-points, though, from there, they still posed a threat. The 
3,000-man garrison of ’s-Hertogenbosch surrendered, after a five-month 
siege, in September. 

This was a sensational event, a shattering blow.to Spanish prestige, which 
caused deep dismay in Madrid.* The double loss of Wesel and ’s-Hertogen- 
bosch represented the first really large-scale Spanish defeat in Europe since 
the scattering of the Armada of 1588. Nieuwpoort was a battle lost but also 
one which proved the continuing strategic superiority of Spain in the Low 
Countries, and the qualitative edge of the Spanish infantry. The defeat of 
1629 was ‘epoch-making’, showing that it was now the Dutch who enjoyed 
overall strategic superiority, at least while the Mantuan war continued. 
Spain had poured vast resources into ’s-Hertogenbosch, building the most 
extensive and sophisticated fortifications—making no small use of Dutch 
designs—science could devise. The city was also the focus of the Counter- 
Reformation and seat of the only bishopric in north Brabant, besides being 
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the hinge of the line of Spanish strongholds running from the. Flemish coast 
to Lingen, ringing.the United Provinces until 1629 (see Table 26).° With its 
loss, there. was a gaping hole in the middle. The Spanish strongholds no 
longer posed a credible strategic threat to the Republic. Deeply shaken, and 
abandoning all his Low Countries objectives pursued since 1621, Philip IV 
overruled Olivares, and resolved to extricate himself from the Netherlands 
quagmire by offering a long and (for the first time) unconditional truce—a 
truce being preferred to:a full peace, at this stage, to circumvent the thorny 
matter of sovereignty. 

The States General refused to: negotiate, however, until all Spanish and 
Imperialist troops had evacuated the [Jssel line.” On their withdrawal the 
States General passed on Philip IV’s offer of a long and unconditional truce 
to the seven provincial assemblies. This signalled the start of one of the most 
divisive political debates of the Dutch Golden Age. The entire population 
participated, in one way or another, with dozens of pro- and anti-truce 
pamphlets circulating and much discussion in taverns and passenger barges. 
Frederik Hendrik’s remarks in the States General and assemblies implied 
that he favoured the truce.* Some observers considered this merely a 
stratagem to mislead the Spaniards and panic the Counter-Remonstrant 
towns into loosening their purse-strings—as have modern historians. But if 
one scrutinizes those whom the Prince employed to bring his advice to the 
provinces, and quarter assemblies and their proceedings, it becomes clear 
that the Prince genuinely sought the truce, content to rest on the laurels he 
had already won and the strategic security which possession of ’s-Hertogen- 
bosch conferred.? In Overijssel, Sweder van Haersolte secured a favourable 
vote in a few days. Frederik Hendrik’s managers secured the approval of 
the Gelderland quarters in such haste as to leave no time for proper debate; 
Ploos organized matters, with the same result, in Utrecht. It is true that 
Friesland and Groningen rejected the proposal; but this was in spite, and 
not because of the Prince, as is clear from the speech delivered by Schaffer 
before the Groningen city council.'° Zeeland, predictably, also rejected the 
truce but did so overruling the Prince’s manager Simon van Beaumont, 
whose strenuous efforts to. obtain a favourable vote greatly annoyed the 
regents and merchants of the province.'' What conclusively proves that the 
Prince was in favour is that the head of the Holland ridderschap, Van den 
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Bouchorst, and the new Pensionary of Holland, Jacob Cats (1629-31; 
1636-52), both totally subservient to Frederik Hendrik, laboured on behalf 
of the truce.” 

But Frederik Hendrik, and his favourites, were hampered by. the political 
split in Holland, which at this point was as acrimonious as at any time since 
1618. The 1629-30 truce deliberations showed how profoundly the theologi- 
co-political split in the town councils affected the decision-making and 
general strategy of the state. The division of the States of Holland into 
warring Counter-Remonstrant and ‘Arminian’ factions made it impossible, 
in the end, to reach any decision about the truce. The ridderschap (reflecting 
the Prince’s wishes):and ‘Arminian’ towns—Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Dor- 
drecht, Alkmaar, and also Delft—came out in favour.’> The Counter- 
Remonstrant towns, however, stubbornly rejected it. Frederik Hendrik tried 
to break the deadlock, in December, with a speech to the States of Holland, 
urging that the truce issue should be kept separate from the deliberations 
over ‘regime.and religion’.'* The Counter-Remonstrants disagreed. Leiden 
insisted it was undesirable to enter into talks with Spain before a ‘better 
order in the affairs of this state’ was agreed, existing placards forbidding 
Remonstrant conventicles enforced, and the principle enacted that no 
non-member of the public Church could hold municipal, or provincial, 
office.'5 Haarlem, Schoonhoven, Schiedam, and several others likewise 
pressed for a ‘good Church ordinance’ before entering into negotiations 
with Spain. 

As usual in Dutch Golden Age politics, the debate was also influenced by 
economic considerations. The pro-truce stance of Amsterdam and Rotter- 
dam was rooted in the adverse effects of the war on trade and shipping. But 
equally Zeeland’s attitude, that of the textile towns, and East and West 
India Companies, was linked to their economic interests. Zeeland had 
suffered during the Twelve Years Truce from the collapse of the transit 
traffic to the south. But from 1621, with the reimposing of the Dutch naval 
blockade of the Flemish seaports, this commerce, so vital to Zeeland’s 
prosperity, had revived.'* It was the fear of lapsing back into the slump of 
the Truce years which lay behind Zeeland’s hostility to any new truce. 
Likewise Haarlem and Leiden benefited from the blockade of the Flemish 
coast and the.war tariff reintroduced in 1621; for these together hampered 
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the flow of wools and other raw materials from the Dutch entrepét to the 
southern Netherlands, the north’s main industrial competitor, while simul- 
taneously impeding imports of finished textiles from the south, by (drasti- 
cally) raising import duties, thus affording the Dutch textile towns double 
protection from Flemish and Brabantine competition." 

At the same time, the WIC, now preparing its invasion of Brazil, would 
have to cease its armed offensive. in the New World and West Africa, in the 
event of a truce. This consideration may have cut little ice in Amsterdam, 
where the ruling clique had not forgiven the Company’s siding with the 
Counter-Remonstrants against the vroedschap, in 1628; but in Zeeland, and 
various inland cities with sizeable holdings in the WIC, it was an appreciable 
factor. The truce controversy of 1629-30 sharpened the clash of interests 
between the merchants in European trade, which was in recession,. and 
needed peace, and the colonial companies. This was fully admitted by 
Willem Usselincx, who argued, in several pamphlets published in 1629-30, 
that while it was undeniable that the war had seriously damaged their trade 
in Europe,"* Dutch commerce as a-whole could only flourish and be secure 
in the long term by expanding colonial commerce, since Dutch trade and 
shipping in European waters would always be vulnerable to the. ambition 
and caprices of kings. 

The most vociferous element outside civic and provincial government 
were, as usual, the preachers of the public Church. Urging the conquest of 
more of the Spanish Netherlands, and bitterly at odds with the ‘Arminian’ 
town councils, some preachers openly denounced the proposed truce from 
the pulpit, making plain their disapprobation of ‘Barneveldist’ regents. At 
‘Rotterdam, the burgomasters warned of severe measures if they did not 
desist."? At Amsterdam, the vroedschap, exasperated by the inflammatory 
sermons of Smout, banished him from the city in January 1630. This caused 
uproar in the public Church, two other leading Amsterdam preachers, 
Trigland and Cloppenburg, demonstrating their indignation by leaving the 
city also. The anti-truce towns deliberately chose this moment to introduce 
a new draft placard, banning Remonstrant conventicles, in the States of 
Holland, in a bid to rally the small towns, but were vigorously opposed by 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam together with the ridderschap acting in com- 
pliance with the Stadholder’s wishes. The Haarlem vroedschap thereupon 
stepped up their campaign by taking the highly irregular step of publishing 
their resolution rejecting the Spanish truce offer, a text vehemently critical 
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of town governments which ‘expel’ Reformed preachers, and other ‘honest 
persons’, while permitting Arminians, and even Catholics, to ‘creep’ into the 
civic militia, and magistracy, sowing discord, instability, and ruin, in 
government and society.” 

Haarlem’s:' public denunciation of Amsterdam included a thinly veiled 
warning that popular unrest would increase until ‘regime and religion’ in the 
United Provinces were restored to the secure and ‘godly’ basis established 
by Maurits and the Synod of Dordrecht. The Haarlem city fathers saw the 
Republic’s troubles as a direct consequence of the crumbling of the 
Counter-Remonstrant gains of 1618-19. By contrast, Grotius, observing 
from Paris, cited the deadlock as proof that Maurits’s coup had divided and 
paralysed: Holland, removing her experienced leaders, and reducing the 
province to the feebleness of the lesser provinces.”' Maurits’s coup, in 
Grotius’ view, had ‘enslaved Holland’ to ‘ignorant persons’, by which he 
meant the Calvinist bigots of Haarlem and incompetent likes of Duyck. 

The deadlock was total: on 7 December 1629, the States of Holland 
divided five against five, the rest assuming intermediate positions.” The 
Stadholder’s efforts to break the impasse failed. Yet, as the months passed, 
contrary to Haarlem’s prediction, popular unrest did not increase. Rather, 
during 1630, the tension between the opposing theologico-political blocs 
gradually subsided. It became clear that the attempts of Smout and 
Cloppenburg to incite the populace against the Amsterdam regents had been 
counter-productive. The conflict between the rival party-factions continued 
but lost intensity as the public slowly tired of interminable polemics after 
two decades of ceaseless tension and party strife, and the resulting im- 
potence of the States of Holland. Remonstrantism and toleration remained 
divisive but no longer generated sufficient uproar to precipitate drastic 
solutions. Gradually, the grip of the ‘Arminian’ town councils on their cities 
strengthened, while popular. Counter-Remonstrantism weakened. The 
Counter-Remonstrant towns could only dig in their heels and press their 
campaign of obstruction without hope of an imminent resolution of the 
tensions in State and Church. 

The Stadholder backed the truce throughout. Philip IV’s new chief 
minister at Brussels, the marqués de Aytona, assured Madrid, in June 1630, 
that Frederik Hendrik was endeavouring to push the truce through but 
being thwarted by the ‘insolencia’ of some Holland towns.”? An English 
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envoy to The Hague confirmed, in August 1630, that the Prince ‘hath bin 
and is still affected to the Truce’,“ explaining the superficially baffling 
circumstance that it was the Arminian towns which supported Frederik 
Hendrik’s call for additional funds, for the next: campaign, while the 
Counter-Remonstrant towns, opposed to peace, refused every request. for 
money, by observing that the Arminians were deliberately increasing taxa- 
tion so that the ‘common people will not be able to beare it, but .. . will 
conclude for a peace’ while the Counter-Remonstrants, ‘seeing this, will not 
by no means consent to the laying on of the hundreth penny, nor of making 
an offensive warre, or ‘scarce thinking of putting their army into the field 
this year other than for defence’.?> What the Counter-Remonstrants wanted 
was a long, static war which would also be cheaper..than, the offensive 
warfare Frederik Hendrik had waged in 1629. 

The stalemate in Holland prevented the Stadholder taking the field in 
1630. He had to be content with repairing the fortifications of Wesel and 
*s-Hertogenbosch. Meanwhile, the theologico-political conflict immobilizing 
Holland dragged on. Amsterdam and Rotterdam (supported, behind the 
scenes, by. Frederik Hendrik) took up, during the summer of 1630, the 
Remonstrant leadership’s plea that Holland’s ban on Remonstrant prayer- 
gatherings now formally be lifted. The Counter-Remonstrants. martialled 
their forces to resist. The political ‘Arminians’ won in the assembly of the 
ridderschap, overruling the Counter-Remonstrants led by Duivenvoorde;” 
but in the full States they lacked the support of sufficient towns. Dordrecht, 
ironically, and also Delft backed Amsterdam and Rotterdam. But hardly 
any other towns did so. Remonstrant gatherings now. took place without 
hindrance, in Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and also at The Hague. But this was 
still not the case in most of Holland; the small towns, and Gouda, joined 
Haarlem and Leiden in insisting that Holland’s prohibition of Remonstrant 
conventicles continue and be properly enforced, as at Haarlem and Leiden. 
But while this Arminian initiative was defeated, the majority were powerless 
to check the progress of Remonstrantism, and-toleration generally, in 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam. Both Remonstrantism, and toleration, ‘scored 
a notable victory, in September 1630, when the Amsterdam Remonstrants, 
backed by the vroedschap, completed their public church and the building 
was inaugurated by Episcopius. In the early 1630s, Remonstrantism again 
became an accepted part of civic life in some larger cities of Holland, and 
the portraits of the Remonstrant leaders, generally banished from sight, 
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even in private homes, since 1618, reappeared. Van Mierevelt painted 
Uyttenbogaert in 1631 and had numerous copies made for sale. Rembrandt 
painted Uyttenbogaert’s portrait in April 1633, adding an etched portrait 
soon after; of these, in contrast to most of Rembrandt’s portraits, many 
copies were made and distributed.”’ 

The cooling of tempers, during 1630, however, did nothing to remove the 
split among the Holland: regents. The States of Holland, the Venetian 
ambassador. reported to the Venetian Senate, continued to be totally 
paralysed by-the rift between what he-called ‘Arminiani’ and ‘Gomaristi’.” 
To break the deadlock, the Stadholder planned another sensational military 
triumph for 1631. Initially, Haarlem and Leiden again blocked his request 
for additional funds.” But, backed by Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and Dor- 
drecht, the Prince eventually obtained the cash needed for his offensive. His 
intention was to invade Flanders in force, as Maurits had done in 1600, 
besiege and capture Bruges or Dunkirk, and thoroughly humiliate Spain.* 
Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and also the States of Zeeland were keen to march 
on Dunkirk; for, since the mid-1620s,. the town had become the principal 
base for naval and privateering attacks, from the South Netherlands, on 
Dutch shipping and the herring fishery. In scale, the invasion greatly 
eclipsed that led by Maurits in 1600. Frederik Hendrik descended the rivers 
into Flanders with 30,000 men, eighty field guns, and mountains of supplies 
of every type, on no fewer than 3,000 river ships. It was the most impressive 
display of the collective might of the United Provinces—and the incom- 
parable efficiency of the Dutch state in organizing and transporting troops 
and equipment—yet seen. Disembarking at IJzendijk, the Stadholder pene- 
trated to the Bruges—Ghent canal, spreading panic throughout Flanders. 
But the arrival of a sizeable Spanish force in his rear provoked an unseemly 
row between the Prince and Holland’s deputies in the field, who insisted that 
the Stadholder must not risk the army, and therefore the state, by pressing 
on; and that the final say at such a critical moment must rest with the States 
General’s deputies, not the Stadholder.*’ Furious, Frederik Hendrik ordered 
a retreat, having accomplished nothing after such vast expense and prepara- 
tions. In his eyes it was humiliation less at the hands of the Spaniards than 
Holland’s deputies. The summer of 1631—when Rembrandt moved his 
studio from Leiden to Amsterdam—afforded a foretaste of Holland’s 
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pending revival as a counter-weight to the Stadholder, an inevitable devel- 
opment once the theologico-political strife in the province eased and a 
measure of unity was restored. 

But the fray within Holland was not over yet. An event which did nothing 
to allay the worries of the Counter-Remonstrants, or help the Prince 
manage the States, was Grotius’ attempt to return and resume life in the 
Republic. Uyttenbogaert and Episcopius had been allowed to return five 
years before, when Counter-Remonstrantism in Holland was stronger than 
it now was. But they were churchmen. Grotius was a statesman who, more 
than any other, embodied the principles of the Oldenbarnevelt regime. In 
Counter-Remonstrant eyes Grotius was both a heretical figure and a traitor 
to the state. 

The statesman-scholar arrived in. Rotterdam, ten and a half years after his 
legendary escape from Loevestein castle, in November. The sensational 
news reached The Hague at a moment when tempers were already frayed 
owing to the escape—also from Loevestein—of the remainder of the 
Remonstrant preachers held since Maurits’s time, it was rumoured with the 
connivance of the Stadholder. Grotius’ first outing in Rotterdam was to visit 
the town’s celebrated statue to ‘show my affection. for the memory of 
Erasmus ... who so well showed the way to the right kind of Reforma- 
tion’. 

For six tense months, until April 1632, Grotius remained in Holland, 
hoping to be allowed to settle permanently. He knew that the Stadholder 
would (if possible) avoid arresting him and counted on friends, and the 
Arminian towns, to arrange matters. He lodged first in Rotterdam, then 
Delft (where his parents still lived and where political Arminianism was now 
in the ascendant), and finally, reckoning that he would be safest there from 
hostile pressures, at Amsterdam.» Whilst at Delft, his portrait was painted 
by Van Mierevelt, engraved, and widely distributed. 

The ‘Arminian’ party proposed an amnesty for Grotius in the States of 
Holland. The Counter-Remonstrants moved to block it. One of those most 
active in seeking the amnesty was the Rotterdam burgomaster, Gerard van 
Berkel, whom Frederik Hendrik had employed to conduct: his secret 
contacts with the Archduchess Isabella during the years 1628-30. Behind the 
scenes, the campaign was supported by several members of the Prince’s 
entourage, notably Van Beaumont, and also Uyttenbogaert and the 
playwright Hooft. In the end six Holland towns and also the ridderschap 
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voted in favour of allowing Grotius to stay. But, once again, Haarlem, 
Leiden, and Gouda demonstrated not just their Counter-Remonstrant 
resolve but their ability to rally practically all the small towns, not least 
zealous Edam,.:Schoonhoven, and Enkhuizen. On the Grotius issue, the 
‘Arminians’ were defeated in the States by twelve votes to seven, leaving 
Grotius with no option but hurriedly to depart. 

In 1632, Frederik Hendrik succeeded in delivering that spectacular second 
blow for which he had striven since 1629. He prepared the ground well. To 
encourage the rising disaffection now evident in the Spanish Netherlands, 
and with the help of his Arminian allies, he persuaded a reluctant States 
General to publish.a placard proclaiming that the public practice of the 
Catholic religion would continue, and be tolerated, in all places which fell 
to the States General that year.*> He then used this placard to coax Count 
Hendrik van den Bergh into an anti-Spanish conspiracy designed to enable 
southern nobles to revolt against Spain, at the moment the Dutch invaded, 
without being accused of betraying their Catholic faith. 

On 22 May, the States General published their ‘manifesto’, calling on.the 
southern provinces to rise against the ‘heavy and intolerable yoke of the 
Spaniards’, promising that the Catholic clergy would remain and retain their 
churches and property in towns and districts which came over to the States. 
This manifesto greatly alarmed Spanish ministers in Brussels, for it was, 
above all, the Counter-Reformation, and strength of Catholic sentiment in 
the south, which ensured resilience in the face of Dutch pressure when 
Spain’s military power in the Low Countries was at low ebb. Perceiving that 
Antwerp, his original objective, had been strongly reinforced, Frederik 
Hendrik switched instead to the Maas valley. Commanding 30,000 men, 
he took Venlo early in June, and, soon after, Roermond, Sittard, and 
Straelen. Under the terms of capitulation, Catholicism remained intact and 
Church property, and revenues, in the hands of the Catholic clergy; each 
town was required only to hand over one church for Reformed worship.”” 

The Stadholder took up siege positions around the great fortress city of 
Maastricht, on 8 June. Count van den Bergh unfurled the banner of revolt 
against Spain, from Liége, issuing manifestoes, urging the nobility of the 
south to rise, and accusing the Spaniards of insufferable arrogance towards 
the nobles of the king’s provinces. Other leading southern nobles were also 
plotting against Spain, but refused to follow Van den Bergh in colluding 
with the Dutch, preferring to conspire with Cardinal Richelieu than with 
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heretics.*® Thus, Frederik Hendrik’s plan to unleash a general revolt in the 
south which would finally break Spanish power in the Low Countries, using 
religious toleration as his weapon, largely failed. 

But the siege of Maastricht prospered. Once again the Spaniards faced a 
major humiliation. In a desperate effort to save Maastricht, the Spanish 
army of the Palatinate was summoned and. the Emperor sent an additional 
force under his general Pappenheim. But the Dutch entrenchments were too 
strong to be stormed and all attempts to relieve the city failed. Meanwhile, 
the Dutch subjected the fortifications: to unremitting bombardment, grad- 
ually advancing their trenches and underground shafts closer. Frederik 
Hendrik sprang his. mines, on 20 August, blasting great gaps in the walls: 
The city capitulated three days later, like Venlo and Roermond, securing the 
public exercise of the Catholic faith and most of the Church’s property. 

Jubilation swept the United Provinces. Church bells rang throughout the 
land. Vondel, who had celebrated the capture of ’s-Hertogenbosch with a 
stately poem, in 1629, and generally lauded Frederik Hendrik’s tolerant and 
moderate proceedings in the late 1620s, now published a triumphal poem, 
the Stedekroon van Frederick Henrick, extolling the Stadholder, and con- 
trasting his conduct with the cruelty and intolerance of the sack following 
Parma’s capture of the city in 1579. Vondel eulogized Frederik Hendrik as 
the liberator of Maastricht but still more as the champion of toleration, and 
of peace, striving to bring the age-old war with Spain, and Catholicism, to 
an end—a theme the poet had already broached in his poem of 1629.” 
Desperately trying to shore up the king’s Netherlands, the. Infanta in 
Brussels, now in the last months of her life, sent her trusted intermediary, 
the artist Rubens, to. Maastricht, to lay new secret truce proposals before 
Frederik Hendrik and the Dutch ‘deputies in the'field’. But the Stadholder 
paid little attention to Rubens, detecting a more advantageous path to 
peace. 


THE NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN 
NORTH AND SOUTH OF 1632-1633 


After the defeats of the summer of 1632, Spanish power in the south was so 
debilitated that Isabella was unable to resist the pressure. of the southern 
provinces for the convening of their States General. The southern States 
‘General duly met, in September, in Brussels, for what was to be their last 
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ever gathering under Spanish rule. Most of the provincial delegations urged 
immediate talks to end the war, to ‘preserve’ the southern provinces and the 
Catholic faith.*' A delegation of the Brussels States General, headed by the 
duke of Aerschot and archbishop of Mechelen, then met the northern States 
General’s ‘deputies in the field’, at Maastricht, offering to negotiate peace 
on the strength of Philip IV’s authorization to Isabella of 1629. In fact, 
Philip IV and Olivares never authorized the negotiations which Isabella was 
now forced to permit, and secretly cancelled the authority given to her in 
1629. Olivares always regarded the ensuing proceedings between the two 
States General as a usurpation of royal authority which posed a dire threat 
to the Spanish Crown and, fromthe outset, worked .to undermine them.” 
But so weak was Spain’s military position in the Low Countries at this point 
that he, and the king, ‘had little alternative but to appear to approve, for the 
time being, until powerful reinforcements could be sent. Throughout the 
negotiations of 1632-3, Olivares was far more concerned with restoring 
Spanish authority in the south than seeking an accommodation with the 
Dutch. 

Frederik Hendrik, by contrast, sought to seize the opportunity and draw 
the southern provinces into talks, at Maastricht, whilst his army remained 
at his side. Consequently, he desired the Dutch provinces to authorize 
immediate talks for a full peace. There was no problem with Gelderland, 
Overijssel, and Utrecht—the traditional ‘peace’ provinces—his usual ‘man- 
agers’ obtaining authorization within days.** But Zeeland, Friesland, and 
Groningen again refused and, as before, there was a deep split in the States 
of Holland. The Gecommitteerde Raden wrote to the town councils asking 
them to respond with maximum speed, within three days. All the Arminian 
towns did so—as did the ridderschap—treflecting Frederik Hendrik’s wishes. 
But while only Leiden rejected talks outright,“ the other Counter-Remon- 
strant towns (except Gorcum and Purmerend, which had voted with the 
latter on Remonstrant conventicles but now sided with Amsterdam, Rotter- 
dam, and Dordrecht on peace talks) would permit the States General’s 
delegates at Maastricht to do no more than hear the proposals of the 
Brussels States General. 

The obstacles to prompt negotiations at Maastricht proved insuperable 
because Friesland, Groningen, and Zeeland, and the Holland Counter- 
Remonstrant towns, insisted that they would, in any ‘case, negotiate only 
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‘States to States’, excluding the king of Spain.‘* This was useless in the eyes 
of the Stadholder and Arminian towns, as it was obvious there could be no 
peace without the Spanish Crown being party to it, while for Amsterdam it 
was vital to include Spain, since one of the city’s chief objectives was to 
restore commerce with the Peninsula and, through Spain, with Spanish 
America. 

It took until November (the month Spinoza was born at Amsterdam) for 
the Dutch States General to agree to negotiate. The talks commenced at The 
Hague, in December: Adriaen Pauw (son of Renier) had succeeded Jacob 
Cats as Pensionary of Holland, in April 1631, and, considered a compromise 
candidate acceptable to both Arminians and ‘Counter-Remonstrants, headed 
the Dutch delegation. Other key members were Van den Bouchorst, Beau- 
mont, and Johan de Knuyt, Frederik Hendrik’s representative, as First 
Noble in the States of Zeeland. At this stage the Stadholder got on well with 
Pauw.” 

The Dutch side presented numerous preconditions for peace, including (at 
the insistence of the Counter-Remonstrant towns) the demand that the 
Reformed Church be tolerated in the southern provinces. There was initially 
an immense gap between the sides but gradually, over the winter. months, 
both gave ground, discarding many of their original demands. .Of course, 
the southern delegation, as the weaker party, began with fewer and yielded 
most. The only major point on which they were adamant—at Isabella’s 
insistence and aware that otherwise the king of Spain would certainly 
repudiate any agreement which they signed—was that the Dutch must 
evacuate the part of Brazil which the WIC had conquered in 1630. In 
exchange, the Brussels assembly offered Breda and cash reparations. to 
compensate the WIC.*? The Dutch demands were more numerous, though 
the Arminian towns, impatient for peace, and. the Stadholder-ensured that 
many were soon dropped. But, as more and more of the initial list was 
jettisoned by Pauw, and his colleagues, the Counter-Remonstrant party- 
faction became increasingly agitated. The Zeelanders were indignant when 
the Holland peace towns proposed dropping the demand for mixed admin- 
istration of the Flemish seaports, a device intended to ensure that tolls and 
imposts in those ports, in peacetime, matched those applying on the Scheldt, 
thereby preventing diversion of Zeeland’s transit trade to the Flemish 
coast.“ In April 1633, Pauw presented a much more moderate list of 
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desiderata than the southern side had been faced with at the outset. 
However, these had been agreed in the States General by only four pro- 
vinces to three—over the objections of Zeeland, Friesland, and Groningen, 
while there was mounting criticism also from the Counter-Remonstrant 
towns within Holland and Utrecht. The States of Utrecht backed Frederik 
Hendrik and the Holland ‘Arminians’, with the ridderschap and small towns 
overruling the rigidly Counter-Remonstrant city.” 

But while the Dutch had now considerably moderated their initial 
demands, they still insisted on annexing the whole of the sizeable territory 
of the Meierij (see Map 10), which Aerschot and the States of Brabant 
wished to keep in the south—claiming it as a jurisdictional appendage of 
’s-Hertogenbosch. In addition they demanded Breda and Geldern, tariff 
guarantees, and—given Spain’s refusal to accept the WIC’s gains in Brazil— 
limitation of the peace to Europe only, with the war continuing in the 
Indies. Throughout these months Frederik Hendrik professed (as he had in 
1629) to be neutral on the main question, refusing to declare in the 
assemblies whether he preferred to conclude peace or not. Yet it was no less 
clear in the spring of 1633 than in 1629-30 that the Stadholder was 
endeavouring, with the Arminian towns, to negotiate an end to the war.” 
The Republic was no longer in danger. Since the Swedish intervention in 
Germany, in 1630, the Habsburg preponderance in central Europe had been 
drastically cut back. France, under Richelieu, was increasingly challenging 
Spain for hegemony in Europe. From the standpoint of Frederik Hendrik 
and the Arminian towns, the United Provinces could safely rest on their 
laurels, enjoy the fruits of past success, and profit from the escalating 
conflicts between France and Spain, and Sweden and the Emperor. In a 
tense meeting, in April, the Zeeland delegation to the States General 
reproached Orange for being too inclined to peace and neglecting Zeeland’s 
interests. Frederick Hendrik admitted he was in favour of peace if a 
settlement could be reached which would be reputable and secure;*' but he 
promised that he would sacrifice neither the essential interests of the ‘state’, 
nor Zeeland’s interests in particular—a reference to tariffs in the Flemish 
seaports. By June 1633, the negotiations were on the verge of collapse. The 
Arminian towns urged further concessions for the sake of peace. This put 
pressure on the Prince to stipulate how far he was prepared to go, together 
with the Holland ‘Arminians’. He advised that in his judgement the other 
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side must yield on three essential points if there was to be peace: the whole 
Meierij, tariff guarantees, and the WIC’s conquests in Brazil. 

At this point, for the first time in Frederik. Hendrik’s stadholderate, a 
significant gap opened between him and the ‘Arminian’ towns.” For 
Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and Dordrecht were so anxious, out of commercial 
considerations, to reach a settlement they were. prepared to go substantially 
further than the Stadholder to achieve peace. Previously, from September 
1632 to June 1633, the ridderschap, Amsterdam, and Rotterdam had 
commanded a solid majority in the States of Holland and nudged the 
hard-core Counter-Remonstrant towns—Haarlem, Leiden, Gouda, and 
Enkhuizen—into one concession after another. At that stage, the ‘Armi- 
nians’ disposed of majorities in the States of Holland and Utrecht but partly 
because of the support of the Stadholder. Then, in the summer of 1633, over 
the Meierij, Flemish ports, and Brazil, the peace party’s majority dissolved. 
Orange distanced himself from Amsterdam, and the ‘Arminians’, during 
August, declaring in the States General that if the Brussels assembly did not 
concede his three points within a month, the talks should be broken off.™ 
Until August 1633, Richelieu had seen little prospect of coaxing Frederik 
Hendrik into allying with France against Spain..In March 1633, the French 
ambassador at The Hague confirmed that the Prince definitely favoured a 
settlement with Spain. Only from the late summer of 1633 did French 
diplomats detect signs of a fundamental shift in the framework of Dutch 
politics.*> Suddenly, Frederik Hendrik was no longer deaf to the allurements 
of the French and Swedes. 

The possibility of a break between the Stadholder and the Holland 
‘Arminians’ had been on the cards since at least June, when the Amsterdam 
vroedschap made up its mind to press for evacuation of Brazil—with Spain 
paying compensation to the WIC—rather than let the peace process 
collapse.** Rotterdam and Dordrecht had also instructed their delegates to 
the States of Holland to agree to further substantial concessions to end ‘this 
sorrowful and burdensome war’, meaning that they too were ready to 
abandon Brazil.*’ 

By August, the Holland towns had to decide what to do about their 
Stadholder’s advice to break off the negotiations with the Brussels States 
General if his three conditions were not met. Haarlem, Leiden, and the small 
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towns accepted Frederik Hendrik’s advice. But Amsterdam rejected it, as 
did Rotterdam, whose vroedschap insisted that the talks should not be 
abandoned and that. ‘with the aid of the Almighty a way to peace would be 
found’.*.At this point, a fierce quarrel erupted between the Stadholder and 
Adriaen Pauw, who sided with Amsterdam and Rotterdam in wanting to 
persevere with the negotiations.» Much to the satisfaction of the French, 
the rift between Prince and peace towns could no longer be hidden and this 
changed the whole tenor of Dutch politics. By November, Orange was 
actively mobilizing his friends in the States of Holland and Utrecht against 
the ‘Arminian’ block. 

In this way the peace negotiations between the two States General turned, 
during the autumn of 1633, into a-struggle between the Stadholder and the 
‘Arminian’ party-faction for control of the States of Holland and therefore 
of the Republic. It was thus only from this point on that the Holland 
‘Arminians’ can be said to have again been, as they formerly were, in 
Oldenbarnevelt’s time, the ‘States’ party in the sense that they stood for 
Holland’s hegemony within the Union and ascendancy of the States over 
the Stadholder. The situation had not quite come full circle since 1618. For 
the moment, Orange was still at the helm. But, once again, the dominant 
element in the States of Holland was at odds with the Stadholder, and 
Calvinist orthodoxy. A further parallel was that there was, for the first time 
since Oldenbarnevelt’s downfall, an energetic Pensionary leading the States 
of Holland in opposition to the Stadholder. : 

On 2 December 1633, the States of Holland voted on whether or not to 
break off talks with the southern States General..It was a victory for Pauw: 
only three Counter-Remonstrant (and now also Orangist) towns—Haarlem, 
Leiden, and Gouda—and the ridderschap, which switched with the Stad- 
holder, voted according to the Prince’s advice.© For the moment, the rest 
followed Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and Dordrecht. But Orange won in both 
Utrecht and Gelderland, where his influence over the ridderschap proved 
decisive. On 9. December, in the Prince’s presence, the States General voted, 
by five provinces to two, to break off the talks. Just as in 1618, the 
Stadholder, backed by five provinces, confronted Holland supported by just 
one other—this time Overijssel.*! 

According to the French ambassador, Frederik Hendrik wavered for 
months, following his first clash with the Holland ‘Arminians’, in August, 
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before going over, finally; to the war party:and the Counter-Remonstrants.” 
He had good reason to hesitate. From. 162§ ‘to: 1633, his overwhelming 
authority had rested principally on the split in Holland and his alignment 
with the ‘Arminian’ towns. He had played. the Arminians off against the 
Counter-Remonstrants, exploiting the rift in Holland,: to make himself: the 
arbiter of all. The ‘Arminians’ had had no choice but to rely on his favour 
and protection. The new situation, by contrast, posed incalculable risks for 
the Stadholder. Pauw might mobilize enough support.in the States of 
Holland to hamper: seriously the Prince’s: conduct of affairs. It would be 
harder to secure funds for his military campaigns.and he was apt to become 
excessively dependent on France. Hitherto, Orange had enjoyed the support 
of the Remonstrants, and other non-Calvinists, and faced the veiled disap- 
proval of the Counter-Remonstrants. The danger now was that no.segment 
would give him their unqualified support. Amongst those who cooled was 
Vondel.® Having penned numerous poems extolling the Prince as a hero of 
toleration and moderation, as‘well as war, down to 1632, Vondel pointedly 
left off doing so from 1633. Even at the time of the Stadholder’s death, in 
1647; Yondel published not a word about him, a silence rendered highly 
conspicuous by the fact that the Republic’s most celebrated poet regularly 
wrote funerary poems extolling eminent personages when they passed on. 


FREDERIK HENDRIK AND 
THE REGENT PARTY-FACTIONS, 1633-1640 


The year 1633—in which Rembrandt painted his first two large pictures for 
the Stadholder, the Ascent and Descent from the Cross—marks the great 
watershed in the stadholderate of Frederik Hendrik.“ This was the year in 
which he abandoned the party-factional alliance which had sustained his 
authority hitherto and espoused the ‘war party’ and Counter-Remonstrants. 
It was the year in which the ‘States party’ tradition of Oldenbarnevelt was 
reborn and confrontation between Stadholder and States of Holland again 
became the central theme of Dutch politics. The Prince agonized long and 
hard before finally breaking with Pauw. There was nothing impulsive or 
haphazard about his shift over from one ideological bloc to the other. The 
process began with the quarrel over Brazil and the Meierij. But the real 
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cause’ was the receding of Counter-Remonstrant support amongst the 
ordinary populace and growing confidence of the Arminian regents. Before 
the early 1630s, the. Holland Arminians could not -challenge Frederik 
Hendrik, needing his support and protection to survive. But, by 1633, what 
was -now the leading group:in the States of Holland was no longer 
dependent on the Stadholder and sufficiently confident to push for primacy 
in the Republic. The year. 1633 was thus one of the key turning-points of 
the Dutch Golden Age. 

The struggle between Frederik Hendrik and the: Holland peace towns 
developed, during 1634, :into a bitter tussle over relations with France. By 
the autumn. of 1633, it was already clear that the alternative to peace with 
Spain was. an alliance with France. Louis XIII was offering a close 
partnership and tempting subsidies. But the required quid pro quo involved 
locking the Republic into:confrontation with Spain, and subordination to 
France, for years to:come. The French alliance would presumably also 
bolster the Stadholder and ‘war party’, arid therefore minimize the influence 
of Holland indefinitely. What the Arminian towns particularly objected to 
was the clause of the treaty stipulating that the United Provinces, in return 
for subsidies, must not negotiate with Spain, except ‘conjoinctement et d’un 
commun consentement’ with the French Crown.® Both faction-parties 
besieged the small towns of Holland for their support. Pauw boasted he had 
the backing of a majority of the States of Holland in opposing the alliance; 
Orange assured him he was supported by only four or five towns motivated 
by selfish commercial interests rather than the true interest of the state.© 

The contest proved long and arduous. Orange’s campaign managers in the 
States of Holland were Van den Bouchorst, who swung the Holland 
ridderschap behind Haarlem, Leiden, and Gouda, and Francois van 
Aerssen, who was highly regarded by Richelieu and now fully restored to 
the Prince’s favour.” Gradually, the small towns were won over. Van 
Aerssen afterwards admitted that the outcome of the canvassing had long 
been in doubt and that, at times, he had despaired of success. The 
‘Arminians’, he remarked afterwards, tried everything to block the alliance, 
and defeat the Stadholder, representing France as ‘plus dangereuse a cet 
estat que l’Espagne mesme’.® Amsterdam’s deputies in The Hague protested 
that if Holland approved the alliance, binding the Republic to negotiate 
with Spain only jointly with France, Amsterdam would repudiate the 
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decision and refuse to consider the commitment binding, insisting that her 
protest be entered in the resolutions of the States.® 

The Prince won narrowly in Holland, more easily elsewhere. Ploos 
persuaded the Utrecht ridderschap to align with the Counter-Remonstrant 
city behind the Stadholder.” Van Haersolte swung Overijssel. Gelderland 
fell into line. The consent of Zeeland, Friesland, and Groningen was already 
assured.” 

In the new situation, the Stadholder’s effectiveness depended more than 
ever on the dexterity of his provincial bosses. Frederik Hendrik’s managers 
needed no particular theology, or ideological consistency, but consummate 
adroitness with provincial factions, exploiting local tensions and distributing 
favours and offices. Consequently, his managers were long-standing adher- 
ents of the House of Orange and noblemen rather than regents. whose 
influence was limited to a particular town. Influence and clientage were what 
mattered, so that the Prince’s volte-face, ditching the ‘Arminians’ and 
espousing the Counter-Remonstrants—however half-heartedly on a theo- 
logical and intellectual plane-—produced few changes in his circle of confi- 
dants. There were one or two. Van Beaumont was too committed an 
Arminian to continue,” while Van Aerssen, too much of a Counter-Remon- 
strant to be used before 1633, was brought back. But otherwise the Prince’s 
friends, including Floris, count of Culemborg, formerly an Arminian, 
changed course with him. Van Haersolte dominated the Delegated States of 
Overijssel until his death in 1643, several times serving as Overijssel’s 
‘deputy .in the field’ with the army. As one of his rewards, the Prince 
nominated him drost of Lingen after Spain evacuated the county, ‘in 1633, 
and it reverted to Dutch control. Van Haersolte’s regime in Lingen, a 
predominantly Catholic enclave, became notorious for corruption. Also as 
before, Ploos van Amstel managed Utrecht, Schaffer Groningen, Culem- 
borg the Nijmegen quarter, and the Counter-Remonstrant regent, Vosber- 
gen, together with another famously corrupt noble, de Knuyt, Zeeland. The 
States General secret committee set up to finalize the French alliance, in 
1634, included Van den Bouchorst, Ploos, Culemborg, de Knuyt, Pauw, and 
Willem Ripperda,” an Overijssel noble married to a daughter of Van den 
Bouchorst who deputized for Van Haersolte, in Overijssel, and later 
succeeded him as the province’s leading figure. These provincial managers 
were the nuts and bolts of Frederik Hendrik’s power. , 
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The system of Generality ‘secret committees’ reached its apogee under 
Frederik Hendrik at this time.and over the next few years. It was rooted in 
the divisions paralysing Holland and the ascendancy of the Stadholder.” 
Formerly, in the era of Oldenbarnevelt and Maurits, the States General had 
nominated secret committees but always on a short-term basis, to consider 
a specific issue, and usually to report back without taking decisions, as, for 
example, in the case of the committee of eight—two from Holland and one 
each from the other provinces—nominated to draft the Twelve Years Truce, 
in 1608. The difference between these and the ‘secrete besognes’ which 
flourished under Frederik Hendrik, from the early 1630s onwards, was that 
the new committees enjoyed carte blanche in a specified area of diplo- 
macy, or military affairs, and continued as long as the committee itself 
deemed necessary.” There was never a single standing Generality secret 
committee, as historians once supposed, but there was much overlap 
between the committees, as well as with the ‘deputies in the field’, who 
accompanied the: Stadholder on campaign, so that it was invariably the 
same men who were chosen—mostly the Prince’s managers in each province 
and their deputies. 

Frederik Hendrik himself oversaw these secrete besognes and had the chief 
say in choosing their: membership. Usually, they comprised eight or nine 
members, with two or three representing Holland and one each for the rest. 
It would be wrong to suggest that these men automatically did the Prince’s 
bidding on every occasion. There were differences of opinion—but not 
many. A characteristic (and significant) feature was that the Pensionary of 
Holland by no means figured prominently and was sometimes not a member 
at all. Thus, in terms of authority and distribution of power within the 
Republic, the revolution of 1618 remained largely intact, the secrete besog- 
nes confirming Holland’s displacement and the consolidation of the Gener- 
ality under the guidance of the Stadholder. 

Power and influence were now concentrated in the hands of a handful of 
bosses favoured by the Stadholder who assisted him. Inevitably, this implied 
the continuing emasculation of the provincial assemblies. The Republic’s 
political system, under Frederik Hendrik, was shaped by clientage, favours, 
courtly connections, and noble status, and characterized by a minimum of 
open debate. It was also a system open to foreign manipulation through 
corruption, more so than a broader-based, more consultative decision- 
making was apt to be. As the men who sat on the secrete besognes, or those 
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who mattered, were always the same, and the system was co-ordinated by 
the griffier of the States General, Cornelis Musch, it was easy for foreign 
diplomats to draw them into a web of bribery. The members of the secrete 
besogne set up in 1636 to renew the Franco-Dutch alliance—Van den 
Bouchorst, Haersolte, Ploos, Schaffer, De Knuyt, Cats, and Culemborg— 
were offered gifts of cash by Richelieu, after the treaty was signed, the 
amounts. varying according to each member’s usefulness to French inter- 
ests.”° Van den Bouchorst and Ploos each accepted 10,000 livres, Cats 6,000, 
and de Knuyt 5,000; the largest sum, 20,000 livres, went to the notoriously 
corrupt griffier of the States General, Musch, a figure extremely useful to 
France, as well as to Frederik Hendrik, controlling as he did the corre- 
spondence, and records, of the federal assembly. The influence wielded by 
Frederik Hendrik’s managers enabled them to amass enormous wealth. By 
the late 1630s Van Aerssen was, next to the Stadholder, the richest man in 
The Hague. Musch’s greed was legendary. Ripperda was described by a 
Swedish diplomat, during the Miinster peace congress, in the 1640s, as ‘trés 
avare’, and continually alternating between France and Spain according to 
which offered the largest gifts. 

France declared war on Spain in May 1635. Under the agreement reached 
in Paris, the previous February, the States General were committed to 
invade the south Netherlands jointly with France during 1635. Once again 
the south was offered freedom of religion and encouraged to revolt.” Should 
the southern provinces rise, they were also to be given their freedom as a 
league of independent cantons, on the model of Switzerland, but with the 
Flemish seaports, Namur, and Thionville annexed by France, and Breda, 
Upper Gelderland (Geldern), and the Waes district (Hulst) to the Republic. 
But should the southern provinces remain loyal to Spain, and be conquered, 
it was agreed they would be partitioned between France and the United 
Provinces, with the French-speaking provinces and western Flanders allo- 
cated to France, and Antwerp, the Scheldt estuary, and Ghent, Bruges, and 
Mechelen to the United Provinces.” 

The latter scenario was particularly worrying to Pauw and the States 
party-faction which greatly disliked the notion of having France as an 
immediate neighbour, as well as the possibility of the Republic being 
enlarged with parts of Brabant and Flanders, which would be bound to 
enhance their Stadholder’s power while further diminishing that of Holland. 
Doubtless Amsterdam also feared the prospect of Antwerp being freed from 


* Waddington, République des Provinces Unies, i. 283. 
i Blok, Frederik Hendrik, 164-6; Poelhekke, Frederik Hendrik, 429-31. 
%® Lonchay, La Rivalité, 68-9... + 


528 The Early Golden Age, 15881647 


the Scheldt restrictions and. regaining part of her: former commercial 
greatness at Holland’s expense. But in the form agreed in Paris the projected 
partition was also unpalatable.to the Calvinist orthodox. For in areas 
transferred to the United Provinces, the States General undertook to 
preserve the ‘Roman Catholic religion in its entirety’, as it was at present, 
with all cathedrals; churches, monasteries, and other premises and resources 
of the Catholic: Church remaining in Catholic hands. Richelieu had even 
refused to concede that the public exercise: of the Reformed faith should be 
permitted, arguing that if he agreed to this he would seriously offend the 
Papacy and other anti-Habsburg Catholic powers. All that France had been 
willing to concede was that the private practice of the Reformed faith, in 
houses, would be allowed. Reformed opinion in the Republic was outraged. 
The Hague predikant (Dutch Reformed Church preacher) Rosaeus told 
Frederik Hendrik to his face that it was better not to acquire Anwerp at all 
than do so on such a basis. 

But all this proved academic, the Spanish Netherlands turning out to be 
a harder nut to crack than expected. France hurled her forces across the 
southern border of the Spanish Netherlands. But the Spaniards neither 
caved in nor (as is often supposed) gave their main attention 'to fighting the 
French, downgrading the Dutch front in consequence. On the contrary, 
Olivares’ strategy, after the victory of Nérdlingen (1634) over the Swedes, 
in Germany; and the arrival of the Cardinal-Infante, Philip IV’s younger 
brother, as the new governor of the Spanish Netherlands, with an additional 
11,000 Spanish troops, and fresh funds, was to employ Spain’s revived 
might in the Netherlands to squeeze the Dutch hard—while fighting purely 
defensively against France—forcing them into a separate, and early, peace 
with Spain.” Once the Dutch had settled, it was assumed. France ‘(not yet as 
strong as Spain militarily, or financially) would come to terms,.as she would 
then be strategically at a disadvantage. Consequently, despite successive 
French invasions of the south Netherlands, from 1635, Spanish strategy 
over the next crucial few years was to concentrate against the Dutch:and 
not against France.” Besides their calculation that this was the best way to 
defeat the combination of France and the Republic, Spanish ministers also 
preferred guerra offensiva against the Dutch, and defensiva against France, 
‘because of their need to shield- Antwerp, Ghent, and Bruges—cities vulner- 
able to the Dutch but less so to France. They assigned lower priority to 
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Artois, Hainault, and Luxemburg, provinces lacking cities of comparable 
importance. Also, attacking France, and defending against the Dutch, was 
apt-to result in cities falling into heretic hands, whereas the opposite would 
not:. Finally, territory taken from the Dutch could be absorbed into the 
Spanish Netherlands, and treated as the king’s, whereas anything captured 
from France: would simply have to be handed back under the eventual 
peace.*! 

During the late 1630s the army of Flanders totalled over 70,000 men and 
was more potent and numerous than at any point hitherto in the Eighty 
Years War." The Cardinal-Infante, aided by the south Netherlands’ formid- 
able network of defences, convincingly thwarted the Franco-Dutch invasion 
of 1635. Once the invasion receded, the Spaniards emerged from their fixed 
gafrisons, and mounted a pincer movement enveloping the Meierij and 
Cleves, encircling the Dutch garrisons in the Maas valley. The Dutch public 
was stunned by the rapid turn-around of the situation. Sensationally, on 26 
July 1635, Spanish troops, from Geldern, captured the supposedly impreg- 
nable.fortress of Schenckenschans, situated on an island in the Rhine, just 
below the Dutch-German frontier, one of the most vital links in the Dutch 
defensive ring, commanding access, along the north bank of the Rhine, into 
the Dutch interior. Over ensuing weeks, the Spaniards recovered most of the 
Meierij, Imperialist troops came up,.and combined Spanish—-Imperialist 
forces overran Cleves, extending their positions to link up with Schencken- 
schans. | 

Frederik Hendrik, dropping Aentiing else, concentrated a huge force, 
blockading Schenckenschans on three sides, resigned to camping out in the 
cold all winter to recover the vital fortress. Over the next months, the 
Spaniards battled to hold on to their corridor through Cleves. Olivares 
assured the Cardinal-Infante (he was not joking) that it was more important 
to hold Schenckenschans than capture Paris.*? For if the Spaniards consoli- 
dated their grip there, they would enjoy unobstructed access into Gelderland 
and Utrecht, the Dutch garrisons in the Maas valley would be encircled, and 
the Dutch ‘will have to make peace or a truce as we would wish’.*4 The 
Hague artist Gerrit van Santen painted the dramatic scene of the bombard- 
ment of Schenckenschans, one of the largest winter operations of the 
century, which hangs today in the Rijksmuseum, in Amsterdam. 

It was at this juncture, with Spain holding Schenckenschans, that Rubens, 
with his ‘penchant irrésistible pour la politique’, obtained the Cardinal-Infante’s 
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authorization for his last and grandest effort to mediate a. Dutch-Spanish 
truce. By this time the great artist’s reputation in The Hague was that of a 
go-between ‘plein d’artifices’ who needed careful watching. To circumvent 
the Franco-Dutch pact precluding informal Dutch contacts with Spanish 
representatives, Don Fernando approved Rubens’s plan to travel to Amster: 
dam supposedly to inspect a recently arrived batch of Italian paintings, 
taking with him pictures ostensibly en route to London.* Once in Amster- 
dam, he designed to enter into secret talks with key figures of the States. 
Orange and the French ambassador soon saw what Rubens intended. His 
request for a passport to enter Holland, sent by the States General to the 
States of Holland, produced an inconclusive dispute between the Stad- 
holder’s friends and the ‘Arminians’. The decision was then ‘left to the 
Stadholder, who greatly admired Rubens’s paintings but refused him entry 
to the United Provinces. 

Olivares categorically ordered guerra defensiva against France, early in 
1636, and a Spanish offensive beyond Schenckenschans, into the Veluwe 
and Overijssel, to widen the breach in the Dutch defences. It was never the 
intention in Madrid to invade France, in 1636, and the subsequent advance 
on Corbie, which sowed such panic in France, was a purely stop- 
gap measure, not part of Olivares’ strategy at all. After a relentless 
bombardment, pounding it from river gunboats and both banks, Frederik 
Hendrik forced the surrender of Schenckenschans, in April 1636. Thus, 
what Olivares called the ‘finest jewel which the king possessed in those lands 
with which to settle his affairs’ was lost, ‘a great blow’, he lamented, ‘for all 
Spain’.” He urged the Cardinal-Infante to try to retake Schenckenschans 
and fortify Helmond and Eindhoven to consolidate the Spanish hold on the 
Meierij.®” 

The fiasco of the joint Franco-Dutch invasion of the Spanish Netherlands, 
in 1635, was a severe check for the Prince, and adherents of the alliance with 
France, as were the revival of Spanish strength and setbacks in the Meierij 
and Cleves. No less frustrating, for the Stadholder, were the difficulties he 
now experienced in managing the States of Holland. From now on, clearly, 
the Holland regents were to be Frederik Hendrik’s thorniest problem. To 
neutralize Holland, he needed above all to replace Pauw, as Pensionary of 
Holland, with a nonentity ready to do his bidding. The opportunity came 
with the expiry of Pauw’s first term of office, in March 1636. To get Pauw 
out of the way, the States General set him on an embassy to Paris, refusing 
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to let him return until it was too late to canvass support for his re-election.™ 
In his absence, Van Aerssen, Van den Bouchorst, and Cats, with the 
pensionaries of Haarlem and Leiden, ensured that the States chose a 
candidate more palatable to the Stadholder. Three candidates stood: the 
‘Arminian’ Nanning van Foreest, of Alkmaar; a Counter-Remonstrant, De 
Glarges of Haarlem; and Jacob Cats, who had been passed over, in 1631, 
in favour of Pauw partly because he was a Zeelander. None secured enough 
votes to-win outright. Cats was then chosen—in effect by the Stadholder.” 
In selecting Cats, the Prince knew what he was about. Renowned for his 
verse, Cats was a fatherly, mild-mannered man, though viewed with 
suspicion by other writers and intellectuals—and contempt by Grotius—for 
having been a voice for moderation yet gone along with harsh Counter- 
Remonstrant policies.” His poems extolled Calvinist values, and the Further 
Reformation influenced by the theology of Willem Teellinck and Godfried 
Udemans, though some found this hard to square with the romantic under- 
current of his writing.”’ But what mattered in Frederik Hendrik’s eyes was 
that he was an unassuming functionary, having served as Pensionary of 
Middelburg and, since 1623, Dordrecht, without aptitude for leadership or 
independent action, and largely devoid of knowledge of foreign affairs. His 
obsequiousness and: ties. with the Stadholder’s favourites—one of his 
daughters married Cornelis Musch, another the personage Orange ap- 
pointed drost of Breda—made him, from the Stadholder’s point of view, the 
ideal choice. Cats fulfilled his role to perfection. At times, rather than 
Pensionary of Holland, it seemed almost as if he were Pensionary against 
Holland. In December 1637, he went so far as to refuse to ‘conclude’ a 
‘resolution unpalatable to Frederik Hendrik, reducing troop levels, despite 
having no fewer than fifteen of the eighteen towns voting in favour.” 

But a subservient: Pensionary, and compliant ridderschap, were insuffi- 
cient. Most of the time the Stadholder could rely on the group of towns 
headed by Haarlem and Leiden to support his authority, but there were no 
longer enough Counter-Remonstrant towns in Holland to keep the States 
as divided as they had been in the early 1630s, nor were.the old theological 
disputes -so divisive as formerly. In short, there was no way the Stadholder 
‘could: prevent a majority of the States. of Holland pressing for troop cuts 
and reductions in spending. The first major round of cuts since 1621 was 
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forced through by the States of Holland over the winter of 1636-7." The 
troops raised in 1629 were disbanded and the earlier augmentation, of 1628, 
cut by 20 per cent. Holland, manipulated by the Stadholder, may -have 
submitted, for the moment, to the Prince’s war policy and French alliance 
but could, nevertheless, dilute his statecraft by trimming the military budget. 

A feature of the reduction in Dutch military spending, from December 
1636, and the waning of Frederik Hendrik’s military fortunes, after the 
recapture of Breda, in 1637, was that this occurred just as the economic 
boom which had commenced in the early 1630s gained momentum. If the 
keynote of Dutch life and politics in the 1620s was one of slump and gloom, 
that of the mid- and late 1630s was one of rising wealth and speculation. 
There was no change in the basic structure of Dutch commerce after 1630. 
Throughout Phase Three (1621-47), the overseas trading system continued 
to be characterized by deep recession in Dutch trade with southern Europe 
and an emphasis on colonial trade, textile exports, and investment in 
agriculture, combined with a thriving Zeeland transit traffic to the south 
Netherlands (see pp. 314-15 above). But the mostly unfavourable circum- 
stances of the 1620s gave way, in the 1630s, to a set of highly. favourable 
conditions within the same general framework which gave new vigour to 
each of the existing main strands. These changed circumstances flowed from 
the lifting of the Spanish. river blockade mounted from the Ems to the 
Scheldt (1629), the end of the Polish-Swedish war and its disruption of 
Baltic commerce (1629), and the outbreak of the Franco-Spanish war (1635) 
which had the important effect of closing the border between the south 
Netherlands and France, cutting off the route via Calais and Boulogne and 
compelling the cities of Flanders and Brabant to import, and export, more 
via the Dutch-controlled waterways and Scheldt estuary. This adversely 
affected commerce and industry in the Spanish Netherlands, contributing to 
the slackening of the recovery of the south by forcing the. south to pay the 
heavy wartime tolls. and tariffs imposed on the transit traffic, by the States 
General, and gave Zeeland its most flourishing years of the entire. Golden 
Age. Additional factors contributing to the Dutch economic boom of the 
mid- and late 1630s were the worsening situation in Germany, increasing 
demand for supplies:and foodstuffs from the Dutch entrepédt, the resumed 
expansion of the VOC in Asia, and the WIC’s success in the mid-1630s in 
generating a thriving sugar-export traffic from the conquered areas of north 
Brazil. 
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Yet it was 4 boom without basic restructuring and with limited outlets for 
new investment. For the main restrictions on the growth of Dutch European 
trade—the Spanish embargoes, high freight-rates, the Dunkirk privateering 
offensive, poor access to Italy and the Levant (where commerce continued 
to: be dominated by the English)—remained in place. It was doubtless this 
which made it a boom with a marked speculative dimension. 

-Thus the return of confidence rapidly turned somewhat feverish. The late 
1630s witnessed the most spectacular jump in VOC share values on the 
Amsterdam Exchange of the entire. seventeenth century.™.After a slow, 
halting rise between 1615 and 1630, shares in the Amsterdam Chamber 
doubled in value between 1630 and 1639, most of the increase coming after 
1636, and rose by a further 20 per cent in 1640. At 229 per cent of face value 
in March 1636, the price stood at 412 per cent in August 1639, and reached 
§00-per cent a few months later. A similar phenomenon occurred in the case 
of large houses in Amsterdam. The prices of rich men’s houses actually fell 
in the early 1630s, but then shot up, undergoing one of the two steepest rises 
of the seventeenth century (the other was in the late 1650s), in the late 
1630s.” It-is also against this background that.one should view the 
celebrated tulip craze of 1636-7. The initial boom in tulip horticulture, and 
speculation in tulip bulbs, were signs of the growing sense of ease with the 
achievement of security and returning prosperity, combined with the rapid 
accumulation of large surpluses amid restricted investment opportunities. A 
rarity down to-‘around 1630, in the mid-1630s cheaper varieties of tulip were 
widely marketed and tulip-fancying rapidly pervaded the middle strata of 
Dutch urban society. In an age in which investing in East and West India 
Company shares, drainage schemes, and large houses required impressive 
sums, and were reserved for the wealthy, tulip bulbs, powered by heavy 
demand. and ‘proliferation of varieties, lent themselves to widespread local 
speculation and became the mania of small-town dealers, tavern-keepers, 
and horticulturalists, what has aptly been described as a ‘pastiche form of 
stockbroking’.”. 

Frederik Hendrik’s own annual income,..buoyed by the agricultural 
boom—most of his private-money came from farm rents in north Brabant 
and south Holland—and the recovery of Lingen and Breda, reached a 
healthy.650,000 guilders yearly by 1637.” It was in the mid- and late 1630s 
that he embarked on some of his most grandiose projects with regard to his 
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palaces, art collections, and private gardens. His retreat at: Honselaersdijk 
was completed in 1638, the palace at Rijswijk (see PLATE 14) built between 
1634 and 1638, the castle of Buren refurbished.as from 1637, as was that of 
Breda. The Noordeinde palace in The Hague, and the Stadholder’s quarters 
at the Binnenhof, were rebuilt and it was in the 1630s that his galleries filled 
with Honthorsts, Poelenburghs, Rubens, Van Dycks, and Moreelses, spiced 
with a touch of Rembrandt and Lievens. The Stadholder spent heavily .on 
his gardens and ‘substantially on tapestries, one of his main disbursements 
for art, in 1638, being 2,200 guilders paid to Van Honthorst for four 
tapestry cartoons.'® Amalia von Solms assembled a. magnificent collection 
of jewellery. Receptions and feasts at the Stadholder’s palaces became 
steadily grander, binding influential nobles closer to the stadholderate and 
its patronage. 

Yet, whilst the Republic’s rising wealth financed the growing splendour of 
the merchant élite, the Stadholder’s court, and leading nobles, and powered 
the VOC’s invasion of Ceylon, in 1638, and the WIC’s expeditions to West 
Africa and against Bahia, in the late 1630s, Frederik Hendrik found himself 
increasingly cramped in his statecraft, and as a military commander, in the 
Low Countries. Part of his difficulty was that his alliance with the Holland 
Counter-Remonstrant towns was so manifestly a marriage of convenience. 
Given his past, he could scarcely pose as a champion of Calvinist ortho- 
doxy,.even had he been. willing to abandon his previous tolerant approach 
to religious and intellectual affairs; nor could the. Counter-Remonstrants 
ignore the fact that he had undermined the gains they had achieved under 
Maurits, after 1618. The Prince’s capture of Breda with a relatively small 
army during the campaign of 1637—possible only because the Cardinal- 
Infante (contrary to earlier instructions'*'):moved his main force away from 
the Dutch front to face the French, in Artois—met with a muted response 
in the Republic, which showed that his exploits were no -longer being 
applauded by any principal segment of Dutch opinion. The Counter-Re- 
monstrants disliked his religious policy in the newly conquered areas. 
‘Vondel remained silent. Huygens wrote from the Stadholder’s camp, at 
Breda, to Hooft, urging him to: publish a triumphal poem celebrating the 
taking of Breda, as he had that of ’s-Hertogenbosch, remarking'that the new 
exploit was no less worthy than the other, but Hooft remained silent too.'” 

The Stadholder did make some adjustments to his religious policy in the 
conquered areas. He did not again ask the States General, as he had in 1632 
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and 1635; to offer toleration of the Catholic faith, and retention by the 
Catholic Church of its clergy, buildings, and revenues in localities which 
threw off the yoke of Spain and submitted to the Republic. He did not 
concede Catholic toleration in his newly regained barony of Breda,.refusing 
to allow any greater freedom for Catholic worship than had been permitted 
before 1625, so that Catholic services were again confined to the same two 
convents which Maurits had allowed.'? Yet, the Stadholder remained a 
champion of tolerant attitudes as, indeed, his alliance with France required 
him to. If, formally, he imposed the same rules at Breda‘as applied before 
1625, he was decidedly lenient in observing them, allowing several Catholic 
priests to remain and. instructing his new drost to permit Catholic conven- 
ticles.. The religious regime Frederik Hendrik maintained: in his newly 
regained county of Lingen’ was acknowledged by the Dutch Catholic 
Mission, in Utrecht, to be exceptionally tolerant.“ 

For the orthodox Calvinist party, the post-1633 situation posed a dil- 
emma. It was now, less than ever, in their interest to criticize the Stadholder. 
They felt bound to support him against the detested ‘Arminians’. Yet their 
attitude remained lukewarm, characterized by an undercurrent of disappro- 
val. The drift away from policies of intolerance, and coercion, in religious 
and intellectual matters clearly could not be reversed, or checked, without 
a fundamental change in policy on the part of the Stadholder and ruling 
group. For the moment there was no prospect of this.: Yet orthodox 
Calvinists, including some Holland regents, adamantly refused to yield to 
the trend towards toleration, and religious freedom, at local level: in their 
towns and communities they continued to combat it. When the Leiden 
magistrates summoned the town’s schout, in June: 1633, asking him to 
explain his imperfect record in suppressing Catholic and Remonstrant 
conventicles in the city, he replied that with Catholics and Remonstrants 
allowed to gather without hindrance nearby, in The Hague, they had come 
to expect the same in Leiden.'> The magistracy retorted that Leiden was not 
going to be like The Hague and that Leiden’s Catholics and Remonstrants 
would not be allowed to gather.'® Similarly, Haarlem, Gouda, and some 
smaller towns persevered with intolerant policies. 

The States General no longer offered south Netherlanders Catholic 
toleration. But neither was there any hint that the Stadholder was waging 
war for the sake of the Reformed faith. This too orthodox Calvinists found 
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difficult to stomach. ‘What kind of war-are the United Provinces waging?’ 
asked a Counter-Remonstrant pamphleteer, in 1637, answering, with rhe- 
torical: disgust: ‘a Libertine war’.'”’ The author considered this an evident 
symptom of sickness in the body politic. He lamented the open toleration 
of Catholicism, in Maastricht, and the Stadholder’s permission for Catholic 
practice in the predominantly Calvinist town of Wesel, recovered from the 
Spaniards in 1629. He despaired of the town governments of Holland which, 
in his view, were full of ‘libertines, Arminians; Atheists and concealed 
Jesuits’.'* Both the ‘Union’ and Reformation were being subverted, he 
insisted, noting that in recent years Catholic prayer-gatherings had become 
more widespread, and open, not only in Amsterdam and Rotterdam, but 
also in: The Hague, Dordrecht, and. other towns, as well as the Holland 
countryside. Here he was certainly right. A Catholic report, of 1638, 
remarks that at Enkhuizen, a town where twenty years before there were 
practically no Catholics, there were now around 1,300.'” In Dordrecht, the 
vroedschap had become far more lenient towards both Catholics and 
Mennonites since the death of Prince Maurits,''® as was true also in Delft, 
Hoorn, Alkmaar, and even Utrecht. 

Yet, Frederik. Hendrik was heir to the political system created by the 
Calvinist revolution of the Counter-Remonstrants. He, and his entourage, 
remained firmly .at the helm and persisted with their war in alliance with 
France. In 1638, Orange suffered a serious check when attempting to 
capture the forts on the Scheldt, below Antwerp; part of.his army was 
surprised and routed in a battle at Kallo, in June, in which hundreds. were 
killed and 2,500, troops, with eighty river craft, captured. Two months after 
this ‘grand desastre’, as Van Aerssen. called, it, the Prince: signally failed in 
his attempt to capture Geldern, the sudden appearance of an Imperialist 
army necessitating an undignified retreat. From his campaigns of 1639-40 
he returned empty-handed, his repeated attempts on Geldern and Hulst 
ending in failure. During the unsuccessful siege of Hulst, in 1640, the Frisian 
Stadholder,. Hendrik Casimir, was mortally wounded. 

Thus, despite his recapture of Breda, in 1637, Frederik Hendrik’s military 
achievements, in the late 1630s, were unimpressive compared with those of 
the years 1629-33. Indeed, ‘his feats were overshadowed by the conquests of 
the. VOC in Asia which secured: a large part of coastal Ceylon from the 
Portuguese, in the years 1638-41, and Malacca in 1641. They were surpassed 
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also by the exploits of his cousin Count Johan Maurits van Nassau-Siegen, 
the WIC’s governor-general of Brazil (1637-44), who considerably extended 
the area of northern Brazil under Dutch sway, bringing seven of the 
fourteen captaincies into which Brazil was divided under the WIC, though 
he failed—with dire consequences for the. future of Netherlands Brazil—in 
his grandest undertaking, his attack on. Bahia with 3,600 European and 
1,000 Indian troops, in 1638: It-was also Johan Maurits who sent across, 
from Brazil to Africa, the expeditions which captured Elmina (1637), on the 
Guinea Coast, and Angola (1641). Also eclipsing anything achieved by 
Frederik Hendrik after 1637 was Admiral Tromp’s triumph, and that of the 
navy, in 1639 in destroying the.great armada which Olivares had painstak- 
ingly built up over several years and which he sent'to the Channel in the 
hope of wresting naval supremacy from the Dutch. The Spanish armada of 
1639 numbered almost 100 ships, including some accompanying English 
transports, and carried over 20,000 Spanish and Italian troops, en route to 
‘Flanders. After the initial battle off Beachy Head, the armada took refuge 
-on the English coast, at the Downs. Charles I, whose relations with Spain 
at this time were. good, tried to protect the mauled Spanish fleet, warning 
the Dutch not to affront him ‘in his own chamber’. But Tromp was sent 
secret instructions, by the Stadholder, to ignore English objections and, on 
21 October, swept in and completed his victory. 


THE CONTEST FOR 
THE LEADERSHIP OF THE REPUBLIC, 1640-1647 


But if the ageing Stadholder’s military accomplishments waned, his zest for 
enhancing his court and dynasty, not least through imposing architectural 
projects and the arts, and his: will to dominate the Dutch political scene 
showed no sign of slackening. 

As the years passed, the Prince’s courtly style, and establishment, became 
‘steadily grander. In 1636, Louis XIII upgraded the official French form of 
address for the Stadholder from ‘Excellence’ to ‘Altesse’, a mode normally 
reserved for minor sovereigns and their relatives. The States General 
followed suit in January 1637, changing the mode of addressing the Prince 
from ‘Excellencie’ to ‘Hoogheid’ (Highness).''' More prestigious still, 
among, Europe’s courts, was the Prince’s success, in 1641, in arranging the 
marriage of his son and heir to a daughter of Charles I of England. This 
was the first of the Orange-Stuart marriages, and the first time the House 
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of Orange-Nassau concluded a marriage alliance with a ‘major royal line. 
The bride, Princess Mary, and her ladies, considered she was: marrying 
beneath her rank. It is doubtful whether Charles would have agreed to the 
match had his own affairs not then been in such disarray and he in need of 
any help he could find. But the marriage none the less greatly enhanced the 
status of the: House of Orange-Nassau. There was no objection to this, at 
the time, in the States General or States of Holland, the match being seen 
as a. way of driving a wedge between England and Spain and therefore of 
political advantage to the Republic.’ 

The Prince acquired. additional status by accumulating more stadhold- 
erates. He had been unsuccessful, in this first attempt, on Ernst Casimir’s 
death in 1632, to acquire the stadholderates of Groningen and Drenthe. But 
after the death of Ernst ‘Casimir’s son, Hendrik Casimir, Stadholder of 
-Friesland, Groningen, and Drenthe (1632-40), he had tried again, having 
paved the way by building up his clientele among local nobles and, in 1639, 
clinched the election of his protégé, Roelof: van Echten, by the States of 
Drenthe, as drost. He was helped also by the fact that many Groningen 
jonkers had come to see Hendrik Casimir as an ally of the city. On the news 
of Hendrik Casimir’s death at Hulst, the Prince’s friends set .to work 
canvassing support for him in the north. The States General, prompted by 
Van den Bouchorst, voted by five provinces (including Holland) to two to 
send a delegation to Friesland and Groningen, to urge both to appoint 
Frederik Hendrik their next Stadholder, in order to improve military 
co-ordination between the provinces, and enhance the unity of the Repub- 
lic."3 Friesland and Groningen (the two which voted against sending the 
delegation) protested that they were sovereign provinces which ought to be 
left to decide their own Stadholders without interference from the Gener- 
ality.""* The procedure failed utterly in Friesland. The States of Friesland 
hurriedly met to settle the question before the delegation arrived. The 
Frisian nobles-who backed Hendrik Casimir’s younger brother, Willem 
Frederik, exploited Frisian particularism, and the preachers’ dislike of. the 
Prince’s tolerant attitude towards Catholics and Remonstrants, to such 
effect that the Generality commission arrived to find Willem Frederik 
already Stadholder of Friesland. They rushed on to Groningen, where a 
decision was yet to be made. 

The States of Friesland also sent a delegation, appealing to Groningen to 
keep to the tradition, more than a century old (since 1536), of sharing the 
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same Stadholder as Friesland. But, after vigorous canvassing, it was the 
Prince who was appointed. Soon after, the States of Drenthe also set aside 
the claims of the Frisian branch and chose Orange. In addition,- in 
November 1640, the States General nominated him Stadholder of the 
Generality Lands of Wedde and Westerwolde.''® The Prince visited the 
north-east, in November 1640, to receive his new dignities. At Groningen, 
his son, the future William II, who accompanied him on the trip, received 
the ‘survivance’, or right to succeed his father to the Stadholderate. This 
practice of conferring the succession beforehand, on a hereditary. basis, was 
a recent innovation begun (at Van Haersolte’s suggestion) in Overijssel, in 
1631, and subsequently adopted (at Van den Bouchorst's suggestion) by 
Holland and then other provinces.'® 

In 1640, Frederik Hendrik acquired additional stadholderates and pres- 
tige. Yet, to an extent, it was status which was politically. counter-produc- 
tive."'? Maurits had enjoyed the full support of Willem Lodewijk, and the 
Republic as a whole benefited from their close co-operation: Frederik 
Hendrik, by contrast, had sought to deprive Willem Frederik of the Frisian 
stadholderate and actually stripped him of those of Groningen, Drenthe, 
and Westerwolde, a circumstance his Frisian cousin was hardly. likely to 
forgive.''® From the outset, relations between the two stadholders were bad. 

The facade seemed grander but the reality behind was growing weaker. 
After the failure of his military campaign of 1640, Orange found himself in 
renewed difficulties with the States of Holland.'’? Relations deteriorated as 
most towns pressed for further army cuts, clamouring for full disbandment 
of the fifty companies recruited in 1628. News of the Catalan Revolt and 
deepening predicament of the Spanish Crown only hardened the States of 
Holland’s attitude. Amsterdam insisted that Spain no longer posed a 
credible threat and that the army could be safely reduced.'* Only with 
difficulty did the Prince arrange temporary deferment of the disbandment. 

Between 1629 and August 1633, the Stadholder had consistently been 
‘inclinable’ to peace, or a new truce, with Spain and the south Netherlands. 
Subsequently, he became locked into a posture of war, fixed by the terms of 
the Franco-Dutch alliance, and responded negatively to all secret contacts 
from Brussels. As opposition to this policy in the States of Holland grew, 
the Prince became ever more anxious to maximize his leverage over the 


"S Van Winter, Westerwolde, 105. 

"6 Aitzema, Historie, v. 93-4. 

"7 Tbid. 

"8 Lijndrajer, Ontwikkeling, 115-16. 

"9 Blok, Frederik Hendrik, 215-16. 

Res. Holl. 13 and 30 Oct., and 22 Dec. 1640 and 2 Feb. 1641. 


540 The Early Golden ‘Age, 1588-1647 


States General, and their secret committees, and ensure that every approach 
from Brussels was dealt with exclusively by his trusted confidants, with as 
few members of the States being involved as possible. When the Cardinal- 
Infante sent an envoy to:negotiate at Kranenburg, in Cleves, during the 
winter of 1635-6 the latter had found himself confronting only a single 
Dutch representative, the venal Cornelis Musch. 

Even if Frederik Hendrik had not tightly controlled the Kranenburg talks, 
it is unlikely that anything would have come of them since Olivares, with 
Schenckenschans in his grasp, was in confident mood, demanding the 
complete abandonment of Dutch Brazil, partial evacuation of the Dutch 
East Indies, and the return of Maastricht, Venlo, Roermond, and Rheinberg 
to Spain, in exchange for a long truce, Breda, and Schenckenschans, 
demands which stood no chance of being met.'” Spain subsequently lost 
Schenckenschans and, in 1637, Breda, though the Cardinal-Infante in that 
same. year retook Venlo and Roermond. 

. After 1637 the approaches from Brussels became more insistent while 
Frederik Hendrik became ever more anxious to prevent Spain working on 
the divisions in the States of Holland. In February 1639, the Cardinal- 
Infante assured Madrid that peace sentiment in Holland was strong, and 
becoming stronger, but admitted that he was baffled as to how to circum- 
vent Frederik Hendrik’s iron grip on the States General and its secret 
committees, so as to make contact with the Holland peace party.'* After 
the Catalan and Portuguese revolts, Spanish ministers became frantic to 
detach the United Provinces, if at all possible, from the French alliance, and 
the Cardinal-Infante redoubled his efforts. But again the Stadholder, with 
the assiduous support of Musch who controlled all the States General’s 
correspondence, and was lavishly compensated by Paris for his pains, deftly 
blocked every approach. In March 1641, the Cardinal-Infante reported 
pessimistically to Madrid that as long as the Prince of Orange remained tied 
to France and in control of the States General, he saw no way of reaching 
any settlement with the Dutch.’?. As seen from Brussels, the States of 
Holland were still paralysed. 

Although Orange was ‘inclinable’ to a Spanish peace in the first phase of 
Ahis stadholderate (1625-33), and opposed in the second (1633-46), there is 
nevertheless an important political continuity underlying the phases. The 
Dutch Republic was the creation of the States of Holland, which, until 
1617-18, had effortlessly dominated the weak and divided lesser provinces. 
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During the Twelve Years Truce, however, Holland had split, threatening the 
Dutch body politic with dissolution and chaos. Stability and cohesion had 
been restored by Maurits’s coup d'état of 1618. This demonstrated there was 
an alternative basis on which the United Provinces could function. While 
still based on the wealth,.and resources, of Holland, it was possible to forge 
a non-republican, non-consultative, quasi-princely system of government, in 
which the Stadholder and his confidants controlled decision-making and the 
processes of the state. Superficially, this alternative achieved greater unity 
among the provinces and an enhanced role for the Generality. Provincial 
sovereignty—a half-truth under Oldenbarnevelt—was an almost total fiction 
after 1618, under Maurits and Frederik Hendrik. But there was a fundamen- 
tal flaw in the system created by Maurits: it depended on a divided Holland. 
If Holland was not split, it could not work. The moment Holland reverted 
to near unity, the ‘princely’ system ceased to be viable.'* For its essence was 
denying Holland active leadership of the Union. 

As Holland became less divided, the Prince’s authority correspondingly 
waned. The Holland faction needing the Stadholder’s help, and deferential 
to him, was bound to be the weaker group. Hence the volte-face of 1633. 
Until the early 1630s, the ‘Arminians’ were the weaker block in Holland; 
after 1633, the stronger. 

During 1641 the Prince fended off pressure for further army cuts. Even 
so, his efforts to exploit Spain’s now desperate predicament produced but 
meagre results: during 1641, he captured only Gennep, which belonged to 
Julich but had been seized and fortified by the Cardinal-Infante in 1635. 
Over the winter of 1641-2, Amsterdam led new moves in the States of 
Holland, to reduce expenditure, and the army. Except for the ridderschap, 
which stood loyally by the Stadholder, almost all the States backed 
Amsterdam and, although the Prince received strong support from Zeeland 
and Utrecht,'** he was eventually forced to accept the cutting back of the 
army from over 70,000 to 60,000 men. The news caused dismay in Paris. 
‘Son authorite se diminue beaucoup,’ commented the French ambassador 
at The Hague.’ 

Nor was Holland’s growing assertiveness confined to expenditure and the 
army.’ Holland was now more unified than in the 1630s and there was no 
way the Prince could prevent her playing a more active role in affairs, even 
had his own deteriorating health not increasingly incommoded him. He 
retained the same confidants as before but, from this point on, sought to 
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avoid, or minimize, friction, trying to. forge a modus vivendi which. would 
accommodate Holland’s increased role while preserving as much as possible 
of the quasi-monarchical facade built up in the 1630s. He was helped by the 
agreement of the main participants in The Thirty ‘Years War, in December 
1641, to commence peace negotiations at Minster and ‘Osnabriick: There 
was now a formal negotiating framework—even if, for several years, ‘little 
actual negotiation—involving France, Sweden, the Dutch, Spain, and the 
Emperor, which served to justify the Stadholder’s continued blocking of 
direct peace soundings between Brussels and The Hague. Even though there 
was no substantive progress towards peace during the years 1641-4, 
Frederik Hendrik, and his allies; could now argue that they were negotiating 
peace with Spain, alongside France, in accordance with the Franco-Dutch 
alliance. 

A key step in whittling down the Prince’s authority was the erosion of the 
States General. secret committees, which ensued as consultations began 
about the form, and commission, of the Dutch delegation to the Miinster 
peace congress.'* In August 1643, the States of Holland drew up new 
instructions for their deputies to the Generality forbidding them, any longer, 
to discuss matters of war, peace, truce, alliances, or sending diplomatic 
missions abroad, in the States General and its committees except as 
instructed by the States of Holland.'” This pierced to the heart of Frederik 
Hendrik’s system and paved the way for the growing ascendancy of the 
States of Holland during the mid-1640s. Other provinces soon followed 
Holland’s lead regarding their deputies to the States General. 

Formerly, the Stadholder had provided energetic leadership. But the 
changed political situation, and his declining health, imparted an air of drift 
and irresolution to the final years of his stadholderate. His own entourage 
was increasingly divided, especially over how far to accommodate Hol- 
land."®° The chief item on the political agenda, in 1643, were the instructions 
for the Dutch delegation to the Miinster peace congress. After lengthy 
deliberation the States General agreed to conclude peace with Spain, 
provided Philip IV ceded the whole Meierij—an area still largely in the 
hands of Spanish troops—recognized Dutch conquests in the Indies, ac- 
cepted permanent closure of the Scheldt to maritime traffic, satisfied 
Zeeland regarding tariffs in the Flemish ports, and lifted the embargoes on 
Dutch shipping and trade,'' Spain having already acknowledged the 
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sovereign independence of the United Provinces. The States General voted 
to continue hostilities: until the king of Spain ratified any agreement 
negotiated at Miinster. 

But there was still disagreement as to whether these terms were fully 
binding on the Dutch plenipotentiaries or could be modified. By March 
1644, six of the seven provinces accepted that not all the conditions had to 
be met in their entirety.'” The Zeelanders, though, remained adamant that 
the plenipotentiaries must break off talks should Spain reject any of the 
conditions, fearing for their transit trade with the Spanish Netherlands, 
should other provinces be tempted to drop the condition about tariffs in the 
Flemish seaports. Zeeland reminded the States General that during the 
Twelve Years Truce her transit traffic had been diverted and ‘Brabant, 
Flanders, and other provinces supplied with merchandise, even fish and 
herring, from the United Provinces through the Flemish ports’—that is, by 
Hollanders bypassing Zeeland and the Scheldt estuary.’ 

The Minster peace process enabled Frederik Hendrik to moderate 
friction with Holland over relations with Spain, the Spanish Netherlands, 
and France, during his last years. The civil war in England caused some 
disagreement between Holland and the Prince but no serious difficulty. A 
more substantial clash, however, erupted over the Danish Sound and the 
problems of.Dutch Baltic trade. In 1638, the king of Denmark-Norway, 
Christian FV, had embarked on an aggressively anti-Dutch mercantilist 
policy, drastically increasing the tolls charged on foreign ships passing in, 
and out of, the Baltic, through the Sound—the largest proportion of which, 
of course, were Dutch.’’ Eventually, the States General sent a high-level 
embassy to Copenhagen, demanding cancellation of the increases, removal 
of a new Danish toll on Elbe traffic, at Glickstadt, and resolution of the 
long-standing Dutch-Danish dispute over the whaling grounds around 
Spitsbergen. The Danish king rebuffed the demands, signed an alliance with 
Spain, and began co-operating with the Spanish embargoes against the 
Dutch, imposing certificates, and checks, on ships bound for Spain, leaving 
Hamburg and the Elbe."* Yet, for years, the States General took no action. 
By 1644, there was widespread indignation amongst the merchants, skip- 
pers, and seamen of North Holland. Amsterdam insisted that a fleet should 
be sent to bring the Danes to heel. Frederik Hendrik demurred, claiming it 
was more important to concentrate on the Spanish war and maintain the 
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Dutch naval blockade of the Flemish ports and privateering bases.'?° What 
is chiefly striking about this episode is the refusal of the States of Holland, 
as a whole, to assign such high priority to Baltic commerce as did 
Amsterdam and the West Frisian ports. The South Holland towns, includ- 
ing Rotterdam, did not consider the Baltic to be so very vital and, at this 
juncture, agreed with Zeeland that it was more essential to maintain 
maximum naval pressure on the Flemish privateers, and seaports, than send 
a fleet to deal with the Danes.'?? The eventual result was.a compromise. 
Most of the navy remained in the Channel. But a makeshift second fleet, 
including six hired VOC ships, was eventually dispatched to Denmark, ‘in 
the summer of 1645, forcing Copenhagen into a humiliating. climb-down, 
and lowering of the tolls, albeit seven years after their introduction. 

Frederik Hendrik was more sympathetic to the cause of Charles I in the 
English Civil War than the States of Holland but made no effort to become 
actively involved, contenting himself with a few minor gestures of support.’ 
By far the most important issue in Dutch politics in the mid-1640s was the 
question of the terms on which to settle with Spain and the south 
Netherlands. Frederik Hendrik was eager to achieve some final prestigious 
conquests in the south, before peace was concluded, and therefore sought 
to delay further cuts in military spending and troop-strength as long. as 
possible. Holland, however, was becoming increasingly restless at the delay 
in both reaching peace and cutting war expenditure. In his 1644 campaign, 
the Prince captured Sas van Gent, which was then incorporated into States 
Flanders, as was Hulst, captured at last the following year. But in the spring 
of 1646, Holland refused to approve the annual military budget until the 
remaining unresolved issues, holding up the peace with Spain, were set- 
tled.'? In August, the Prince made a last, unsuccessful attempt on Antwerp. 
But, by this time, he had begun co-operating with Holland—going against 
French wishes, as well as some elements in the States General—in seeking 
to bring the Dutch-Spanish negotiations, at Miinster, to a successful 
conclusion.'” The Spanish plenipotentiaries first realized the Stadholder was 
now assisting the peace process when Johan de Knuyt (the Prince’s personal 
plenipotentiary, as well as Zeeland’s, at Miinster) began working with 
Holland’s chief plenipotentiary—Adriaen Pauw—rather than obstructing 
the process, as Zeeland intended. 
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The acquiescence of the now old, and sick, Stadholder does not mean that 
there was no longer significant resistance in the United Provinces to peace 
with Spain, even though in Holland only Leiden remained. obdurately 
against (after first Haarlem, and then Gouda, defected and concurred with 
the rest), and from October 1646, Friesland and Groningen also ceased 
their obstruction. 

Some of Frederik Hendrik’s entourage were far from keen to break ranks 
with France and see the Republic’s affairs run henceforth by Adriaen Pauw 
and the now pre-eminent figure at Amsterdam, Andries Bicker. The Prince’s 
son and heir, William, remained fiercely opposed, assuring the French 
ambassador that he would remain ‘fortement uni avec la France’: Oppo- 
sition to a Spanish peace remained strong in Zeeland, Utrecht, and the 
Zutphen quarter, as well as among the many Reformed preachers who 
yearned to liberate the south from Spain and the Papacy and introduce the 
Reformation there. In Gelderland, much of the wrangling over the peace 
terms sprang, according to Alexander van der Capellen, a leading noble in 
the Zutphen quarter, and later a prominent adherent of William II, from 
the rivalry between the quarters for leadership of the province.“? The 
Zutphen and Nijmegen quarters traditionally leaned to opposite sides in 
Generality politics, as they had during the Twelve Years Truce, when 
Nijmegen sided with Oldenbarnevelt and Zutphen with the Counter- 
Remonstrants. At that time, Arnhem had adopted an intermediate position 
and did so again in 1646-8. The Zutphen quarter, during 1647, pressed not 
only for outright annexation of the Meierij and Overmaas but for Spain also 
to cede Upper Gelderland, or the Roermond quarter, the region (formerly 
the fourth quarter of Gelderland) which had remained ‘part of the Spanish 
Netherlands and been re-Catholicized since the 1580s. By contrast, the 
Nijmegen quarter opposed the demand for annexation of Upper Gelderland 
and generally supported Holland.'“ 

Obstruction was widespread enough, and disagreements between provin- 
ces, and quarters, sufficiently marked, to delay significantly finalization, and 
ratification, of the peace. The death of Frederik Hendrik, on 14 March 1647, 
scarcely affected the complex wrangling which continued throughout 1647 
and into the early months of 1648. For the time being, Holland’s ascendancy 
in the United Provinces was unchallengeable. But it was a hegemony amid 
acrimony, polemic, and the polarization of the Republic into warring 
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ideological blocs which were, at the same time, rival networks of influence 
and clientage at local level. 

Frederik Hendrik received delegations from the States General and States 
of Holland for the last time three days before his death, closing with the 
words, ‘I have been the servant of the States.’'45 Around his death-bed, 
during his last hours, gathered many of the protagonists of the Republic’s 
subsequent politics; including Jacob Cats, representing Holland, Huygens, 
and the fervently Orangist Delft preacher Johannes Goethals, who sub- 
sequently published a detailed account of the Stadholder’s last days. During 
the preparations for the funeral, which took place at Delft, on 10 May, there 
was disagreement between friends of the dead Stadholder and the States of 
Holland over the level of ceremony appropriate.'** The Prince’s side wanted 
plenty of pomp and triumphal display, paid for by the Generality, to glorify 
the dead Prince and make an impact on the public. But Holland insisted on 
more modest arrangements following the precedents of the public funerals 
of William the Silent (1584) and Maurits (1625). Eight illustrations of the 
procession were made by Pieter Post and subsequently published, in 1651. 
The cortége featured twenty parade horses bearing the coats of arms of the 
various lordships of the House of Orange-Nassau, including Breda, Grave, 
Geertruidenberg, Buren, IJsselstein, Leerdam, Lingen, Moeurs, Veere,.and 
Flushing, as well as Orange, Nassau, and Dietz. The coffin was followed by 
William II, other family, including the Great Elector, then, walking sol- 
emnly behind, the States General, the Raad van State, and, finally, well to 
the rear, the States of Holland. The funeral procession included a strikingly 
large number of nobles and senior army officers, showing the public the 
extent of the influence of the Stadholder’s court.'4’ 
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Art and Architecture, 1590-1648 
¢ 


THE PROLIFERATION OF ART 


he Dutch Revolt, a revolution in politics and religion, was also a 

revolution in art and architecture. The fighting devastated hundreds of 
castles, residences, churches, cloisters, and civic buildings. It involved the 
suppression of the Catholic Church, which meant confiscation of its 
buildings, and art treasures, and their reallocation for civic use. The new 
public Church, the Reformed, adopted a totally different approach to 
church architecture, and adornment of churches, than its predecessor. The 
Revolt also led to the expansion, and enhanced status, of the civic militias 
which became the guardians and standard-bearers of the Revolt. It forged 
a new political rhetoric which demanded novel forms of civic art replacing 
what had gone before. 

Yet, it cannot be said that 1572 marks the start of the Dutch Golden Age 
in art and architecture. On the contrary, the years 1572-90 were a period of 
turmoil and drastic change in which, as yet, there were neither the resources, 
nor demand, for a large artistic output. In the early years of the Revolt 
everything had to be done on a shoe-string budget. There were practically 
no wealthy merchants in the north Netherlands and officials with money to 
spare were unlikely to invest in art in such uncertain times. The urgency of 
the military situation meant that where gatehouses and sections of town 
walls had to be rebuilt, as at Haarlem, this was done quickly, cheaply, and, 
for the most part, merely following the pre-1572 designs.' At the same time, 
the large number of Catholic churches confiscated meant that the new 
public Church required no new buildings. The heroes and heroic feats of the 
Revolt could not, as yet, be glorified and commemorated in expensive works 
of art. 

The waves of iconoclasm of 1566, 1572-4, 1577-80, and, in the inland 
provinces, 1590-4 resulted in massive destruction of paintings, images, and 
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sculptures. The taking into civic custody of the best of the ecclesiastical art 
which survived led to its being displayed—after sifting out what was too 
obviously Catholic—in civic buildings, especially town halls.’ In this way a 
refurbished civic artistic identity emerged, using paintings of the pre-1572 
period, with works of Lucas van Leyden, Jan van Scorel, Maarten van 
Heemskerck, and Anthonie van Blocklandt (1534-83) well to the fore. The 
paintings enhanced the interaction between civic officialdom and the public 
instead of between Church and faithful. At Delft, paintings by sixteenth- 
century masters filled the Town Hall throughout the Golden Age,’ preclud- 
ing any great need for new civic commissions which, in that town, were 
rarely forthcoming. The burgomasters’ rooms in Leiden were hung with 
paintings by Lucas van Leyden, an artist in whom the city continued to take 
great pride.‘ 

Nevertheless, the ground was prepared, during the 1570s and 1580s, for 
the tremendous flowering of the arts which began in 1590s—at the same 
time as the commencement of Dutch dominance in the ‘rich trades’—a 
Golden Age in which artistic achievement and innovation in art proceeded 
on a scale, and with an intensity, which has no parallel in any other time, 
or place, in history. This is true not only in that ‘a new ideological and 
religious framework was created but also in that an unprecedented profu- 
sion, and variety, of artists and artistic skills accumulated in the still 
comparatively poor northern Netherlands, during the 1580s. The refugee 
artists from the south, who arrived in large numbers in the years around 
1585, were Protestants, or at least forced to adapt to a Protestant cultural 
milieu. But they brought with them much of the legacy of refined artistic 
skills and training of Antwerp, Bruges, and Ghent, cities which had for 
centuries been amongst the foremost artistic centres of Europe. At the same 
time, while the character and orientation of native north Netherlands art 
was transformed, there was a continuity of training and skills emanating 
from the studios especially of Van Heemskerck (who was still active in 
Amsterdam and Haarlem during the early 1570s) and Van Blocklandt, the 
artistic glory of Utrecht, who greatly influenced the flowering of art in that 
city, in the 1590s, through pupils such as Abraham Bloemaert.* 

With resources so limited until the 1590s and the native studios surviving, 
things were far from easy for the mass of refugee artists in the north, which 
doubtless contributed to persuading a considerable proportion of the artists 
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of Antwerp, Ghent, and Bruges to remain in the south. Most of the émigrés 
had a hard time initially and were frequently reduced, as one of Rem- 
brandt’s pupils, Samuel van Hooghstraeten (himself the son of Flemish 
immigrants), recalled: nearly a century later, to the lowest hack work and 
trifles.° One consequence of this was the proliferation, well before 1590, of 
the cheap print and mass-produced, low-cost etching, depicting heroes of 
the Revolt or Spanish atrocities. Another effect was that. artistic talent was 
available in profusion, and at low cost, for temporary decoration and civic 
pageantry, enabling civic governments to.use art as propaganda to impress 
the public, extolling the Revolt, freedom, and local patriotism, with all kinds 
of commemorative events and celebrations. Leicester; and his English 
entourage, were amazed at the elaborateness of.the shows and displays 
which enlivened his progression from Middelburg to Utrecht, after his 
arrival in the northern Netherlands, in December 1585. On entering Haar- 
lem, in March 1586, he encountered .a bewildering array of triumphal 
arches, festive pyramids, and allegorical obelisks, representing Haarlem’s 
heroism and suffering, during the siege of 1572-3.’ Leicester’s grand entries 
in Zeeland, Holland, and Utrecht were reproduced for the public by means 
of mass-produced prints. 

Yet, there was also innovation, a series of isolated artistic breakthroughs 
which had only a limited effect, initially,’ but which later, from the 1590s, 
lent momentum to the phenomenal growth and diversification of: Dutch art. 
Particularly, at Haarlem, the leading trio—two north Netherlanders, Cor- 
nelis Cornelisz. van Haarlem (1562-1638) and ‘Hendrik Goltzius (1558- 
1617), and the south Netherlander: Carel. van Mander (1548—1606)— 
developed new. concepts, techniques, and approaches. One of the most 
notable pre-1590 achievements ‘was Cornelis Cornelisz’s astounding militia 
group portrait of 1583,9 painted when. he was: only 21, the start of. the 
tradition of lifelike militia pieces which was to culminate later in the militia 
group portraits of Frans Hals. Another was Goltzius’s famous portrait of 
William the Silent, of 1581, rimmed with heroic symbols, simultaneously a 
masterpiece of art and political propaganda (see illustration no. 6). 

Thus, when the general situation was transformed in the .1590s by the 
sudden tremendous flourishing of the ‘rich trades’, and massive resources 
became available, an abundance of artistic talent of stunning sophistication 
was already in place, making possible an outpouring of art, the like of which, 


6 Busken Huet, Land van Rembrand, 750. 
7 Van Dorsten and Strong, Leicester's Triumph, 65-7. 
® Freedberg, ‘Art and Iconoclasm’, 78-80. 
9 Levy-Van Helm, ‘Haarlemse schuttersstukken’, 109. 


550 The Early Golden Age, 1588-1647 


in terms of quantity, quality, and variety, has never been equalled by any 
other society or age. Concentrations of talent were to be found in several 
towns. At Utrecht, there were Abraham Bloemaert (1564-1653), Joachim 
Wttewael (1566-1638), and Paulus Moreelse, the three pillars of Utrecht 
painting at the start of the Golden Age. Delft boasted Michiel van Mierevelt 
(1567-1641), son of a goldsmith, who had trained with Blocklandt, at 
Utrecht, in the early 1580s, was considered, by the nineteenth-century critic 
Busken Huet, the. first great artist of the Golden Age,’° and who, in turn, 
enriched Utrecht, by: training Moreelse. Van Mierevelt established his 
reputation as Holland’s leading portraitist, at Delft, in the 1590s. These were 
all northerners.. But much of the flood of talent flowed from the south. At 
Amsterdam, initially, immigrant artists predominated."’ Hans van de Velde, 
father of the more famous Esaias,.emigrated from Antwerp, becoming a 
citizen of Amsterdam in 1586. David Vingboons (1576-1632), a key figure of 
the early Dutch Golden Age, and father of the architect Philips Vingboons, 
an emigrant from Mechelen, was trained by his artist-father, in Amsterdam, 
in the 1590s. Roelant Savery (1576-1639), from Kortrijk, trained at Amster- 
dam, in the 1590s, under his brother. One of the south Netherlands genres 
transferred to the north—the elegant garden party scene—was developed in 
the first two decades of the seventeenth century, at Haarlem, particularly by 
artists from the south, or sons of southern immigrants, notably David 
Vingboons, Esaias van de Velde, and Dirk Hals.’* 

Other south Netherlands artists migrated first to Germany, where pros- 
pects seemed brighter, in the: 1580s, than in the north and transferred to the 
north Netherlands after 1590, when the situation there improved. Gillis van 
Coninxloo (1544-1607), one of the émigrés most esteemed by contempo- 
raries, settled in Amsterdam, from Germany, only in 1595. Some southern 
artists stayed initially in Antwerp, after 1585, and moved north only later 
when the Dutch art scene gained its staggering impetus. In other cases, 
‘skilled, and relatively affluent, artisans from the south, seeing the new 
opportunities in painting created by the commercial boom of the 1590s, 
steered their sons to careers in art, as was probably the case with the 
brothers Frans and Dirk:‘Hals. Haarlem’s greatest painter, Frans Hals 
(1582-1666), arrived with his parents, from Antwerp, around 1586; he 
trained, reportedly, with Van Mander, presumably around 1600, though his 
earliest documented painting dates only from. 1611." 


© Busken Huet, Land van Rembrand, 275. 
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The Dutch art élite of the Golden Age, like the merchant élite, was thus 
a mixture of native-born and immigrants. Genres transferred, or adapted, 
from the artistic traditions of the south Netherlands certainly played a 
major role in the great flowering of art in the United Provinces. Neverthe- 
less, at the time, the presiding figures at Utrecht, Haarlem, Delft, and Leiden 
tended to be north, rather than south, Netherlanders, not least the Leiden 
regent-painter Isaac van Swanenburg. Moreover, the training and orienta- 
tion of the new generation of north Netherlanders was, broadly, more in the 
tradition of Blocklandt, Bloemaert, Mierevelt, Lastman, and the Van 
Swanenburgs than that of the Antwerp school. 

This rapid escalation of artistic output in seven or eight centres, all at the 
same moment, in the 1590s, of course coincided with developments in 
society which made it both possible and sustainable. Dutch society became, 
within the space of a few years, far richer and more secure than previously; 
the towns began to grow rapidly and a wealthy merchant élite came into 
being. ‘Together these social changes generated a spate of new buildings, 
refurbishment of confiscated monasteries for secular uses, a stream of public 
commissions for art works, of many types, and the rapid formation of 
connoisseur collections. These trends together fuelled the unprecedented 
proliferation of art. A related phenomenon was the rise of specialized luxury 
industries which were new to the north and which provided further scope 
for art and artists. Prominent among these were tapestry-weaving, trans- 
ferred from Antwerp to Middelburg, and especially Delft, where Francois 
Spiering (son of an Antwerp burgomaster) led the way, and linen damask, 
the weaving of intricate patterns into fine linens, transferred from Kortrijk 
to Haarlem.'4 Damask became one of the emblems of civic pride at 
Haarlem, Frans Hals depicting a particularly fine example in his first big 
militia group portrait, in 1616 (Frans Hals Museum, Haarlem). 

During the 1590s the regents of Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht began 
assigning valuable commissions for public art. In the case of tapestries these 
were bound to go to south Netherlanders who dominated the craft. Among 
the largest projects in this sphere were the six great tapestries, illustrating 
sieges and battles of the Revolt in which Zeelanders had been prominent, 
ordered by the States of Zeeland for the assembly hall of the States, in the 
former abbey of Middelburg,"’ and twelve tapestries commissioned by the 
States General, in 1610, as a gift for the French envoy Pierre Jeannin, who 
figured prominently in the negotiations leading to the Twelve Years Truce. 
Some of the architectural commissions also went to south Netherlanders, 
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notably the Fleming Lieven de Key (c.1550-1627), who supervised numer- 
ous building projects at Haarlem and Leiden during-the 1590s and first 
decade of. the. seventeenth century. But while expertise was essential, 
background and connections also mattered, and it is noticeable, especially 
in painting, that the best public commissions went not just to native 
Hollanders but men closely linked to the towns and their regent élites. At 
Leiden, Isaac van Swanenburg (1537-1614), member of the vroedschap, as 
well as the city’s leading artist,. influenced who received what, allocating the 
choicest patronage, including a series of paintings illustrating the revival of 
the Leiden cloth industry, to himself.'© At Haarlem, there were numerous 
talented immigrants. But the valuable commissions nearly always went to 
Cornelis Cornelisz, a local.man married to a daughter of one of the 
burgomasters. He painted a series of large pictures for the city council, 
including several of a distinctly anti-Spanish and anti-Catholic flavour hung 
in the former cloister converted by the vroedschap into Haarlem’s Prinsen- 
hof—lodgings for the Stadholder and other high-born guests, which the 
Haarlem town government simultaneously used as a repository of paintings 
by famous artists of the past, especially Maarten van Heemskerck—which 
had been confiscated from the Church and now served the new purpose of 
enhancing civic pride.'’’ Paulus Moreelse, a local Counter-Remonstrant, who 
became a member of the raad of Utrecht, in the 1620s, gained handsomely, 
securing, among others, commissions to design a new city gatehouse and 
paint pictures for Amalia von Solms, on the occasion of her marriage to 
Frederik Hendrik. One of the principal surviving militia group portraits, of 
the Delft militia, painted in 1592, was commissioned from Jacob 
Willemsz. Delff (c.1550-1601), who became a Delft burgher (though in fact 
he came from Gouda, not Delft) long before the immigrant influx from the 
south. 


ARCHITECTURE AND THE BUILDING BOOM 


In the maritime zone, all the major towns grew, after 1585, at a furious rate 
and many Civic institutions and establishments—town halls, militia quarters, 
Latin schools, and orphanages—were now too small or in need of being 
refurbished. At the same time the breakthrough in the ‘rich trades’, and rise 
of the new merchant élite, resulted, for the first time in the north, in opulent 
merchant residences being built and decorated, and in substantial numbers. 
The vast building boom was to continue until 1621. 


‘© Schwartz, Dutch World of Painting, 29-30. 
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Church-building, as we have seen, was, in the: main, an exception save at 
Amsterdam, where urban growth at-this time was on an unparalleled scale. 
Three major new churches: were built there, all designed by Hendrik de 
Keyser (1565-1621), ‘who came from Utrecht, became Amsterdam’s civic 
architect and sculptor, and, in his day, was the best-known architect and 
sculptor of the north Netherlands. Apart from these, and the New Church 
at Haarlem (1610-15), the architecture of the Republic at the end. of the 
sixteenth century, and during the first third of the seventeenth, was over- 
whelmingly secular in character. | 

Not all prestige projects were commissioned in Holland and Zeeland. The 
stability of the post-1590 period: generated a few. notable buildings also in 
other provinces. Franeker built a fine new town hall in the years 1591-4; 
Zutphen commenced its civic. showpiece, the tower known as the Wijnhuis- 
toren, during the Truce years: But the inland towns were in too depressed 
a condition for any large-scale public building before 1609 and it was only 
in Holland and :Zeeland that economic growth, and urban expansion, 
sufficed.to generate-a massive wave of new construction. 

Among the foremost developments were the new East India House (1606), 
Exchange (1608-11), and Haarlem Gate (1615-18), at Amsterdam, built to 
designs by Hendrik de Keyser. The new militia hall (1590), Prinsenhof; Meat 
Hall (1599), Weigh-House, New Church, and annexe to the Town Hall 
(1620-2), at Haarlem, were designed by Lieven de Key as was the Old Men’s 
Home (1608),-today the'Frans Hals Museum." Various new structures arose 
in Leiden commencing in ‘the 1590s, including the new town -hall.'? Delft 
acquired the'‘marble Mausoleum of William the Silent, in the New Church, 
executed by Hendrik de Keyser, and the. new facade of the Town Hall. 
Scarcely less imposing were the new élite. merchant residences. The-grandest 
arose along Amsterdam’s ‘stately. new canal the Herengracht; during the 
Truce years, among the most opulent being the Bartolotti House, completed 
in 1621 to designs by De Keyser.” 

During: the:depression of the 1620s and 1630s, both public and private 
building slackened and. Dutch architecture discarded the thrusting, extrovert 
confidence ‘of. the .pre-1621. period: for the austere, ‘classicist’ style which 
developed in the mid-1620s. The principal author of this architectural shift 
was the Haarlem architect-painter Jacob van Campen (1595-1657), who 
started the trend with his first major commission, the Coymans House, a 
double residence built for the élite merchants Balthasar and Jan Coymans 
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in Amsterdam, in 1625.2’ Two other: guiding figures were the Stadholder’s 
secretary, Constantijn Huygens, who worked with Van Campen in designing 
his own house, at The Hague, in the mid-1630s, and the Haarlem architect- 
painter Salomon de Bray (1597-1664), also an enthusiastic promoter of the 
new classicizing tendency...Work on the Mauritshuis, the most famous 
example of Dutch classicist architecture, and today the main art museum in 
The Hague, began in .1633, to designs: by Van. Campen, with Huygens 
exerting an influence. 

The slower tempo of urban development between 1621 and 1647 was a 
consequence of the resumption of the Eighty Years War, and the relatively 
depressed conditions of the 1620s and 16308. It is no accident that the two 
towns which (at least after 1635) continued with major projects, Haarlem 
and Leiden, were textile towns which profited from the economic effects of 
the war (see p. 315 above), while the Holland maritime towns were mainly 
adversely affected. The great age of building in Leiden: began with the 
upsurge of the fine cloth industry, which brought new prosperity to the town 
from the later 1630s onwards. The most. outstanding edifices were the 
elegantly octagonal Marekerk, ‘the first. major: Protestant church built. in 
Leiden, begun in 1639, and the Cloth Hall (1639-40), ‘a. landmark in 
architectural history, marking the transfer of classicism from‘ use for private 
and princely residences to civic and commercial use.? - 

An important aspect of Dutch art:and architecture, during the 1630s and 
1640s, was. the work on the various palaces of the’ Stadholder, Frederik 
Hendrik. A new palace in: the centre of The. Hague, the Noordeinde, 
designed by Van Campen, was constructed, and decorated in the 1640s, and 
in the late 1640s work began also on the famous Huis ten Bosch, a villa 
suburbana set in.the woods near:The Hague. The Huis ten Bosch, one of the 
foremost examples of Dutch classicist architecture; was: designed and built 
in 1645-7, by Pieter Post, a protégé: of Huygens and Frederik Hendrik, 
taught by Van Campen, who worked on nearly all the<Stadholder’s 
palaces.” Originally a painter, and son of a glass-painter, he:was an elder 
‘brother of the Frans Post who accompanied Count Johan Maurits of 
‘Nassau to Recife and became the best-known of the Dutch artists working 
in Brazil. Pieter Post was; together with Van Campen, Philips: Vingboons, 
and Arent van ’s Gravesande, one of the four chief exponents of Dutch 
‘Golden Age classicist architecture. 
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Vingboons became the chief designer of opulent houses for Amsterdam 
merchants and patricians, in the late 1630s, an early influential design being 
the house of Michael Pauw, built in 1638, on the Herengracht, next to the 
Bartolotti House. In 1642, he built a splendid house for Joan Poppen the 
Younger, one of the richest men in Amsterdam. Vingboons also designed 
country villas for the wealthy of Amsterdam, but (presumably because he 
was a Catholic) never obtained significant patronage in towns outside 
Amsterdam and no major civic patronage within the city. Very different was 
the case of Arent van ’s Gravesande, another talented architect who learnt 
his trade in the Stadholder’s service amid the architectural milieu nurtured 
by Huygens. His first large commission, the Sebastiaensdoelen. militia hall, 
in The Hague (1636), established. his reputation. Another notable-early 
achievement was his design for the small, but imposing, town hall of the 
little town of Middelharnis: (1639). After Middelharnis, ’s Gravesande 
worked principally as town architect in Leiden, designing both the Cloth 
Hall (1640) and the Marekerk, an: imposing church, influenced by the 
famous Santa Maria della Salute in Venice, and yet unmistakably Dutch in 
flavour. 


SPECIALIZATION IN PAINTING 


The scale of artistic production in the United Provinces—principally Hol- 
land and Utrecht—in the early seventeenth century was astounding. Extra- 
polating from the numbers of paintings in family inventories in Delft, it has 
been estimated that, by 1650, there were approximately two and a half 
million paintings in: Holland, most admittedly copies, or pictures of poor 
quality, but a sizeable proportion, some. 10 per cent, pictures of quality.” 
Painting in the Dutch Republic, in the seventeenth century, was a major 
industry,:as well as art, and great numbers of paintings (often of indifferent 
quality) were produced not only for the Dutch. market but for export, to 
those parts of Europe, particularly Germany, where there was a Protestant 
civic culture which to an extent shared the tastes of Dutch civic society. In 
the early period, down to the 1620s, very few foreign rulers took much 
interest in Dutch. artistic production, though a notable exception was 
Christian. IV of. Denmark. 

There was, in the Dutch art world of the early seventeenth century, 
incentive both to produce huge quantities of mediocre art, and to strive for 
the most refined effects. It required more time, as well as skill, to paint 
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pictures of quality, and originality, appropriate for the connoisseur. élite 
merchant or regent. But such pictures fetched far higher: prices; .and 
competition remained. intense. By the Truce years, the best Dutch artists 
were vying not only with each other, for the attention of the connoisseurs, 
and the rich, but also with a swelling influx of art from Italy, Germany, and 
the south Netherlands. Amsterdam became the hub of the European art 
trade, just as the Dutch entrepét was the hub of the ‘rich trades’ in general. 
Buyers on behalf of illustrious personages in England, France, Germany, 
and Scandinavia bought pictures of all kinds, at Amsterdam, not only the 
pick of Dutch art. In the past, secular painting in-Europe meant painting 
for rulers, and the high nobility, whose taste gravitated to mythological, 
pastoral, and martial themes. The rapid diffusion.of merchant and regent 
wealth in the Dutch Republic, however, from the 1590s onwards, created a 
new situation. The sheer extent of the new connoisseurship, and high prices 
remunerating those who succeeded in pleasing regents and élite merchants, 
generated totally new pressures and opportunities and it is these which gave 
the art of the Dutch Golden Age its special character. 

Especially striking was the shift towards a previously unheard-of: degree 
of specialization.*> With numerous buyers and pressure to increase produc- 
tion to the maximum compatible with quality, most artists strove for novel 
and refined effects within a particular genre of painting. In a culture with 
comparatively few buyers of expensive pictures, and those buying possessing 
only a few paintings, there is little point in artists becoming more and more 
specialized. But here was a society in which, all at:once, from the 1590s, 
unprecedented numbers of buyers were purchasing unprecedented numbers 
of pictures of quality. With so many new, and refurbished, buildings and 
houses, noble and civic as well as mercantile, in town and. country, requiring 
fine décor, there’: was a constant spur to innovate and introduce more 
variety: There were collectors who liked to concentrate on a: particular 
genre. But it was more usual for wealthy collectors and connoisseurs to seek 
variety. The collection of the Leiden humanist Petrus Scriverius was typical 
in including religious scenes, mythological subjects, still lifes, flower-pieces, 
genre, landscapes, seascapes, and portraits.” 

The most prestigious (and expensive) paintings. during the first surge of 
Golden Age art were grand, richly coloured mythological scenes, chiefly 
painted at Haarlem and Utrecht, the two leading, and most innovative, art 
centres of the north Netherlands in the early years, down to 1621. This 
imposing wave of ‘late mannerist’ mythological art welled up in the 1590s, 
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in the studios of Cornelis Cornelisz, Van Mander (who expressly sought to 
elevate and heroicize art), and Hendrik Goltzius, at Haarlem, and those of 
Abraham Bloemaert and, later, Joachim Wittewael (1566-1638) and Paulus 
Moreelse,. at Utrecht.?”? The favourite themes were drawn from Greek 
mythology, the most frequently painted being Diana and Actaeon—a craze 
culminating in Rembrandt’s masterpiece, painted in. 1634 (at Schloss An- 
holt), Venus and Adonis, a subject which Cornelisz painted at least eight 
times between 1600 and 1630, and The Judgement of Paris. These pictures, 
produced for wealthy merchants and regents, featuring naked, frolicking 
goddesses and nymphs, in an erotically suggestive manner, were sharply 
criticized, after 1609, in Counter-Remonstrant circles.” It is doubtless no 
accident that they flourished chiefly at Haarlem and Utrecht, both Remon- 
strant cities. In Counter-Remonstrant Amsterdam Rembrandt’s teacher, 
Pieter Lastman (1583-1633), also painted some mythological scenes in the 
Truce period but put more clothes on his goddesses, toning down the erotic 
element. The genre survived but declined steeply after 1618. The English 
ambassador, Sir Dudley Carleton, noted in 1616 that, at Haarlem, the 
‘painters were the chiefest curiosity, whereof there is one Cornelius, for 
figures; who doth excel in coloring but errs in proportions’.”” Haarlem and 
Utrecht-surpassed Amsterdam as art centres, during the first two decades of 
the century, Carleton going so far as to say that in Amsterdam there were 
many fine pictures ‘but few good painters, that place being in this com- 
modity, as in others, the warehouse rather than the workhouse’.*” 
Especially Haarlem stood at the forefront of artistic innovation, and the 
trend towards specialization. Among the most outstanding innovators was 
Hendrik Cornelisz.. Vroom (1566-1640), creator of the realistic seascape, 
which he developed in the 1590s. Vroom went to appreciable lengths to 
refine his speciality, once sailing in a storm off Zierikzee, to improve his 
rendering of rough conditions.*' The novel realism of his depictions of ships, 
and the sea, won him renown, and much profit, and he became something 
of a national and international celebrity. ‘Vroom hath a great name for 
representing of ships’, remarked Carleton, in 1616, amazed at the high prices 
his paintings fetched, ‘and all things belonging to the sea, wherein indeed he 
is very rare.”2? Uniquely skilled in his day at handling large masses of 
shipping, he frequently depicted the great maritime events of his age and 
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was commissioned to execute the cartoons for most of the Middelburg 
historical tapestries. His engraving of Maurits’s invasion force being shipped 
in 1600 across the Scheldt estuary, to Flanders, sold widely, adding: to his 
fortune. Vroom was also one of the inventors of the urban panorama, a 
genre popular with the regents.> One of the choicest of the early urban 
views, painted in 1615, was Vroom’s panorama of Amsterdam highlighting 
the city’s new ‘Haarlem gatehouse’. 

Haariem’s most celebrated painter, Frans Hals, can be said to have devised 
the spontaneous, lively portrait, capturing the fleeting mood. He was the first 
to portray personalities ata particular moment. Another Haarlem innovation 
was the ‘Merry Company’, depicting groups of extravagantly attired revellers 
making no secret of their enjoyment of earthly pleasures, cultivated in 
particular by Hals’s younger brother, Dirk, and the gifted Rotterdam artist 
Willem Buytewech (1591-1624), who moved to Haarlem in 1612. Yet 
another, and. more enduring, Haarlem genre was the realistic landscape, 
developed around 1614, by Esaias van de Velde (1587-1630), one of the 
foremost innovators of the Dutch Golden Age. Van de Velde proceeded from 
the older landscape tradition of Coninxloo, Vingboons, and Bloemaert, but 
effected a radical shift, from imagined landscapes, depicting a fantasy world, 
to observed landscape, reflecting the unspoilt remaining margins of the actual 
‘Dutch landscape.* He produced ‘realistic’ Dutch landscapes both as paint- 
ings and in a seminal series of landscape etchings. Other artists soon 
followed, producing great quantities of landscape prints. 

Utrecht too, though no longer the unrivalled centre it had been in the 
sixteenth century, remained a major focus of innovation throughout the.first 
main phase of Dutch Golden Age art. (1590-1621). One of: Utrecht’s 
specialities was the so-called Italianate landscape, Mediterranean ‘settings 
‘bathed in a warm, romantic glow and, in the early period, often adorned 
with mythological figures. Its primary originator was Comelis van Poelen- 
burgh (1586-1667), who developed ‘it from the mythological picture. But 
‘Utrecht became especially renowned for the application of Caravaggesque 
chiaroscuro to genre scenes, imparting a dramatically lit theatrical ‘quality. 
‘The three principal. Utrecht Caravaggisti were Hendrik-Ter Brugghen 
(1588-1629), Gerrit van Honthorst (1590-1656), and Dirk van Baburen 
(c.15§94-1624)—all of whom spent long periods, as young artists, in Italy, 
evolving an art pervaded with Italian influences without merely duplicating 
Italian styles. Ter Brugghen, a pupil of Bloemaert, the most original, was the 
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real inventor of the style. Honthorst, who returned to Utrecht, from Italy, 
six years after Ter Brugghen, in 1620, was renowned especially for his skill 
in rendering candle-lit night scenes. The numerous courtesan and brothel 
scenes painted by Honthorst and Van Baburen, in the 1620s, after the 
Counter-Remonstrant reaction, were not intended to titillate—the pros- 
titutes are mostly clothed—but to dramatize the dangers of the seductive and 
venal, highlighting the message with hideous, grasping procuresses.*° 


THE SECOND PHASE IN GOLDEN AGE ART, 1621-c.1645 


The first main phase of Dutch Golden Age art and architecture ended in the 
years around 1621. The transition from Phase Two (1609-21) to Phase 
Three (1621-47) of Dutch world trade primacy involved a fundamental 
restructuring of the whole of commerce, industry, and many aspects of 
retailing.*’ Inevitably, the pace and direction of Dutch art, being closely tied 
to the economic boom and rebuilding of the cities, were profoundly affected 
also. 

The impact on art was partly the result of the slump, the contraction, and 
difficulties in commerce down to the early 1630s, which sharply curtailed 
spending and demand. Thus, one feature of the ‘middle period’ of Dutch 
Golden Age painting (1621-45) was a shift to smaller, cheaper pictures, and 
more modest subjects. The new period was also characterized by changes in 
subject-matter. The elegant ‘garden parties’ and ‘Merry Companies’ of the 
Truce era receded, to be replaced by battle views, skirmishes, and genre 
scenes featuring soldiers in taverns, brothels, and guardrooms. Another 
feature was the shift in colouring and tone. The most drastic change in 
Dutch overseas commerce in the early 1620s, was the collapse of the traffic 
with Spain, Portugal, the Caribbean, and Spanish America, and general 
decay of Dutch trade with southern Europe. In consequence, American and 
Mediterranean dyestuffs, including indigo, cochineal, Campeche and Brazil 
wood, became scarce and expensive in Holland,* as did diverse earth 
pigments, and rare substances for pigments, obtained from Italy and the 
Levant. It was in particular the most brilliant reds, blues, and yellows which 
were most affected by the sudden scarcity of exotic dyes and glazes. 

The switch to monochrome, predominantly brown and grey pictures in 
the early 1620s was a broad phenomenon, cutting across many genres.*? The 
vivid, rich colouring of the Truce years yielded, quite suddenly, to an 
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austerity of tone and colour which permeated the entire spectrum of Dutch 
art. The change is striking in the still life, with the splendour, rich hues, and 
brilliant flower-painting of the pre-1621 period being replaced by the modest 
still life of kitchen utensils, blocks of cheese, and books, objects which could 
be painted in yellowy-brown and grey. There was also the so-called 
monochrome banquet piece, painted in brownish hues, of which Willem 
Claesz. Heda (1594-1680) and Pieter Claesz (1597-1660) were the supreme 
exponents. 

Similarly in the landscape, Esaias van de Velde, now working at The 
Hague, switched to smaller, more modest scenes, painted in sombre colours. 
But it was especially his pupil Jan van Goyen (1596-1656) and Salomon van 
Ruysdael (c.1600-70) who, during the 1620s and 1630s, brought the modest, 
monochrome landscape to its zenith.*' The same transition occurred in 
marine painting, with smaller themes as well as canvases—often depicting 
single vessels in rough weather, or fishing boats—painted in what has been 
called a ‘tonalistisch-atmosphidrisch’ manner, with sombre expanses of grey 
replacing the grand, splendidly coloured panoramas of Vroom and Van 
Wieringen.” This new style of seascape was developed particularly by Jan 
Porcellis (1584-1632), followed by Simon de Vlieger (1601-53). Porcellis, an 
immigrant from the south, was one of the few talented artists working in 
the United Provinces, in the seventeenth century, known to have worked 
initially in extreme poverty. But in his case too art proved a ready route to 
affluence. His new style soon made him famous and, by 1629, he owned 
three houses. 

At the same time, where expensive dyes and glazes continued to be used 
more time and care were lavished on their use, leading to the ‘fine painting’ 
concept—a highly polished and luxuriously coloured art for connoisseurs 
developed first by Rembrandt at Leiden, in the late 1620s,*2 and then, as 
Rembrandt discarded it, in the 1630s, by Gerrit Dou and his pupils. If 
Haarlem and Utrecht were the principal centres of artistic innovation, 
during the early period of Golden Age art, Leiden and Amsterdam came to 
the fore during the 1620s and 1630s. Besides the ‘fine painting’ manner, 
Rembrandt can be credited with introducing a new emphasis on gesture and 
posture, to heighten the dramatic effect of the ‘history painting’. Rem- 
brandt’s first pupil, Gerrit Dou (1613-75), commenced studying with him in 
1628, adopting the smooth, highly polished brushwork characteristic of 
Rembrandt at that time. Dou stayed in Leiden and became the leading 
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painter there after Rembrandt moved to Amsterdam in 1631. By 1640, the 
fame of Dou’s polished ‘‘fine-painting’ style had made him an emblem of 
civic pride.“ Because of the meticulous effort lavished on each painting, and 
his renown, he painted only for collectors willing to pay very high prices. 

Rembrandt’s mastery was rapidly noticed at the highest levels in the 
Republic, as can hardly have been otherwise in a society so geared to artistic 
connoisseurship.** His genius came to the notice of Constantijn Huygens in 
1629, when he was: only 23. Huygens, in turn, brought Rembrandt to the 
attention of the Stadholder. During the 1630s, Rembrandt was, indeed, 
partly a court painter, especially during 1632 when he spent much of his 
time at The Hague, painting portraits amongst others of Amalia von Solms 
and Huygens’s brother, Maurits. He painted several large pictures for the 
Stadholder, while remaining the leading, and most fashionable, painter at 
Amsterdam. During these years he made a great deal of money, married-the 
daughter of a Leeuwarden burgomaster, and bought a fine house which he 
filled with his bizarre collection of art, armour, and exotica. Rembrandt 
never lost his reputation during the Golden Age as the most masterly and 
versatile Dutch artist of the time. But he was also considered a strange and 
difficult man prone to antagonize his patrons. The Night Watch (1642), the 
most famous and greatest of all Dutch militia pieces, was widely admired 
for its originality, virtuosity, and dramatic effect,“ though it may have 
annoyed some of those who paid for it only to be hidden from: view, 
immersed in dark shadow. Probably, his eccentric life-style and, possibly, 
his opinions contributed to his remaining out of favour with the Amsterdam 
regents, his being passed over in the assigning of most major commissions 
in the city; and his gradual withdrawal during the 1640s, into himself. There 
are hints that Rembrandt may have had Orangist views; and although its 
exact meaning remains in doubt, his political allegory, The Concord of the 
State, painted in the late 1630s, can be construed as criticism of Amsterdam 
for looming too large in the States of Holland and impairing the unity of 
the Union.“ 

Rembrandt, the towering genius, the greatest artist of the age, was highly 
versatile, a master of etching and drawing, as well as painting, and expert 
in biblical scenes, mythological scenes, landscape, genre, and the militia 
piece, as well as portraits and group portraits. His most gifted pupil, Carel 
Fabritius (1622~54), whose career was tragically cut short by the great 
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gunpowder ‘explosion of Delft; was also versatile.“ But specialization 
remained more usual and paid better. Emanuel de Witte (c.1617-92), son of 
an. Alkmaar schoolmaster, was undistinguished as a general painter in the 
early phase of his career, in the 1640s, achieving success only after he 
concentrated on ‘church interiors’, after 1650. Most specialized from the 
outset and rarely, if ever, ventured out of their sphere of specialization. 

As the older genres evolved, new masters tended to aim for heightened 
realism and ever more sophisticated effects. The controversial artist Johan 
Torrentius (1589-1644), who was arrested in Haarlem, in 1627, and tried for 
blasphemous utterances, immoral conduct, and painting obscene pictures— 
one showed a'‘naked woman with her foot on her knee—was widely, almost 
exclusively, known in Holland, before his arrest, as a ‘miracle’ of a painter, 
as Uyttenbogaert called him, in a letter to Grotius, in the still life. He was 
credited with having introduced a stunning new realism which was greatly 
admired by Constantijn Huygens.*’ And as the still life evolved towards 
greater and greater realism so. did the seascape, landscape, and household 
scene. At the same time, enterprising artists developed new specialities and 
angles. Among the novelties of the second quarter of the century was the 
church interior, and exterior, developed. by Pieter Saenredam (1597-1665), 
a friend of Van Campen, the guardroom scene, and animal and poultry 
painting. The painting of animals. was the speciality especially of Paulus 
Potter (1625-54). The leading Dordrecht artist Aelbert Cuyp (1620-91) 
specialized in painting sunlit views, frequently with cows. The Utrecht artist 
Herman Saftleven (1609-85) became the acknowledged master of sunlit 
forest scenes, meticulously rendering sunlight filtering through branches and 
leaves. Pieter de Hoogh (1629-83) specialized during the early part of his 
career in painting. guardroom scenes.” Philips Wouwerman (1619-68), a 
Haarlem painter, amassed a fortune by. painting hundreds of cavalry 
skirmishes for which, evidently, there was an inexhaustible demand. The 
Amsterdam painter Aert van der Neer (1604-77) tirelessly laboured at his 
two specialities—winter landscapes and landscapes by moonlight. 

The art and artists of the Golden Age captured the whole of the physical, 
social, and cultural reality surrounding the Dutch burgher of the day, 
depicting his own household and civic world, the rural surroundings, and 
also what surrounded that—the soldiers, on the landward side, and ships 
and the sea on the other. In other parts of seventeenth-century Europe it 
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1. Charles V combats heresy (1531). 


2. The Ship of the Church (early 17th century). 


3. The iconoclastic fury in Antwerp (August 1566). 


4. The Lamentation of the Devastated Netherlands. Engraving by Hendrick 
Collaert (c.1570). 


5. The Revolt as religious strife. 


6. William the Silent. Engraving by Hendrik Goltzius (1581). 


7. The Dutch defensive Ring: the town of Sluis in States Flanders. 


8. The arms of the States and cities of Zeeland. Tapestry (1604). 


9. Vreemden handel (Strange Business). Anti-Oldenbarnevelt print (1614). 


10. The Power of Peace in both the Netherlands (1609). 


11. The Arminian Redoubt at Leiden (1617-18). 


12. The occupation of the city of Utrecht by Prince Maurits and disbandment of 
the waardgelders (July 1618). 


13. The Synod of Dordrecht (Dordt) of 1618-19. "14. Frederik Hendrik’s palace at Rijswijk (1634-44). 


15. The inauguration of the University of Leiden (1575). 


16. Allegory of the birth of William III, by Govaert Flinck (1650). 


17. Dutch shipbuilding in the later seventeenth 18. Only in a Republic are True Peace and Happiness to be 
century. Experienced (1669). 


19. The Great Assembly at The Hague (1651). 


20. The Battle of Portland Bill (February 1653). 


21. The Anglo-Dutch peace of 1667. 


22. The Republican Triumph of Cornelis de Witt (1670). 


23. Ananti-De Witt political cartoon (1672). 


24. William ITI becomes Stadholder (July 1672). 


25. Utrecht Restored. Engraving by Romeyn de Hooghe (1674). 


26. The Civic Militia drawn up in Amsterdam's main square (1686). 


27. William III, the States General, and their allies thwart Louis XIV (1689). 


28. The Chief Occurrences of the Year 1692. Engraving by Jan van Vianen. 


29. The VOC storehouse and wharves in the early eighteenth century. Copy of an 
engraving by Petrus Schenck. 


30. William IV, Prince of Orange, Rescues the Dutch Maid (1747). 


ar. Rioting in Amsterdam in June 1748. 


32. Stadholder William V being welcomed by the States of Zeeland (June 1786). 
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was possible to live in a town or locality and not see;.and sense, very much 
of what went on beyond. Life in Dutch society. was very different, for the 
Republic was the entrepdét of world trade, with evidence of ships and the sea 
everywhere. Because the fisheries were so fundamental to the Dutch scene, 
reminders of the defensive ring, and fixed garrisons, ever present, and 
contact with other, neighbouring towns unavoidable, it was a society in 
which no:one.could live without continually sensing the interaction of land 
and sea, town and. country, one town. with the-.next, soldiers and seamen 
with burghers, the exotic with the mundane, and the foreign with the local. 
Art, by encompassing all of this, and reflecting it on everyone’s walls, and 
in every tavern and public building, made explicit, and heightened aware- 
ness of, what everyone saw and felt. 

But art by no means slavishly mirrored this teeming reality. Rather it 
strove to adapt and interpret the Dutch physical and social world of the time 
in terms of faith, nostalgia, and cultural values. Thus, art also sought to make 
real the worlds of the Bible, Greek and Roman mythology, and fantasy 
worlds nurtured by recollection of a lost past and vague notions of exotic 
places. Among the latter was the fantasy world of the Italianate landscape— 
sunlit and warm, with a hint of the erotic, a world pioneered by Poelenburgh 
and Nicholas Berchem (1622-74), and extended by Karel DuJardin (1622- 
78), Johannes Lingelbach (1622-74), and Jan Baptista Weenix (1621-60). The 
realistic landscape of Van Goyen and Van Ruisdael was, in its way, a fantasy 
world too, for the Dutch rural setting of the seventeenth century, certainly in 
Holland, Zeeland, and Friesland, was mostly highly artificial, much of it 
intensively farmed polder.*? The task of the landscape artist was to capture 
the unspoilt niches, in the dunes and river estuaries, or remote parts of the 
inland provinces, restoring to onlookers natural surroundings which had now 
largely disappeared, soothing their sense of loss. | 

Politics was one area which artists were generally not encouraged to 
depict, at least directly. Yet, here too, the man in the street was aware of 
developments, being ceaselessly bombarded with anonymous pamphlets, 
and hearing politics and theology discussed in taverns, and on passenger 
barges. Moreover, the rich and influential greatly enjoyed subtle political 
allusions. Thus this aspect of reality pervaded art too, albeit usually in 
surreptitious ways. We know the political and theological affiliations of only 
very few artists, among them the Counter-Remonstrant Adriaen van de 
Venne (1589-1662). Van de Venne produced paintings extolling the stad- 
holderate, and glorifying Maurits and Frederik Hendrik, and several hard- 
hitting engravings, lambasting Oldenbarnevelt and the Arminians. But 
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usually, in Dutch Golden Age art, the political message is harder to find, 
and the modern scholar reduced to conjecture. Even so it is hardly likely to 
be coincidence that a spate of Samson and Delilah paintings, including 
renderings by Rembrandt and his early rival, Lievens, were painted in 
1629-32 during the Truce negotiations between the Republic and Spain 
when there was much argument about whether the Spanish offer was merely 
a trick to tempt the Dutch into dropping their guard.™ The likelihood of a 
connection is strengthened now that it is known that Rembrandt’s Samson 
and Delilah was painted after the Truce talks began, in 1629, and not (as 
according to the forged signature) in 1628.55 Often these Samson and Delilah 
pictures were painted for the Stadholder or members of his entourage. 

One major event which did bring art and politics into proximity was the 
conclusion of the Dutch-Spanish peace at Miinster and the accompanying 
celebrations. One of the greatest artists of the Golden Age, Gerard ter Borch 
(1617-81), attended the Dutch delegation quartered in Minster during the 
years 1646-8, and served as a kind of informal artistic recorder of the 
event.© He painted portraits of many of the participants, including Adriaen 
Pauw, and the Spanish plenipotentiary, Pefiaranda, as well as his famous 
picture of the ceremony of ratification in Minster town hall (National 
Gallery, London). Within the Republic itself, festivities, enhanced by art, 
were put on in all the main towns—except for Leiden, which refused to 
participate. At Haarlem, a Corinthian ‘peace’ temple, designed by Van 
Campen, was erected in the garden of the Prinsenhof where it stands today. 
At Amsterdam, celebrations on an unprecedented scale continued for two 
months. Three open-air stages were set up on the Dam for the performance 
of historical and political allegories and pageants, one of which, written by 
the Remonstrant poet and preacher Gerard Brandt, extolled the triumphs 
of the ancient Batavians in their fight for ‘freedom’ against the Romans. 
Vondel’s ‘peace’ play, the Leeuwendaalders, was repeatedly performed. Two 
of the city’s militia commanders, Comelis Witsen and Joan Huydecoper, 
both major figures in Amsterdam politics, commissioned massively opulent 
militia pieces, depicting the banquets to celebrate the Minster peace. The 
picture showing Witsen and his men, painted by Bartholomeus van der 
Helst (1613-70), one of the most fashionable of the Amsterdam portrait 
painters of the middle years of the century, is accompanied by a poem, by 
Jan Vos, explaining that the participants are not only celebrating the 
Republic’s triumph but also peace and reconciliation. 
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Intellectual Life, 1572-1650 
° 
THE FORMING OF A NEW CULTURE 


he Revolt opened a chasm separating north from south, creating two 

mutually alien and antagonistic cultures where, previously, there had 
been one. The result was a dichotomy rooted in the religious divide which 
permeated all aspects of education and. cultural life, a separation in the 
intellectual sphere which paralleled the separateness in economic life and 
politics reaching back over centuries. After 1585, the civilization of the 
south Netherlands, both French and Dutch-speaking provinces, was exclus- 
ively Catholic, with a confessional grip on education, thought, and book 
censorship so strong as to render culture largely free of major internal 
stresses, aside only from the Jansenist controversies (see pp. 649-53 below). 
Also, this south Netherlands culture rapidly became integrated into the 
broader framework of Counter-Reformation education; art, thought, and 
censorship, encompassing much of continental Europe, with especially close 
cultural links with the German ecclesiastical states and Rome. By contrast, 
the cultural world of the north evolved into an uneasy blend of Protestant— 
Catholic confrontation, humanist—confessional antagonism, and Protestant 
anti-Calvinist dissent, which fragmented thought and education, creating a 
new kind of European culture fraught with powerful and insoluble internal 
stresses. The result was a highly dynamic, if initially unstable, culture, in 
many. ways quite unlike that to be found in neighbouring Protestant as well 
as Catholic lands. 

Naturally, the experience of the Revolt and Reformation, and the flood 
of warring ideological and theological tracts which accompanied these great 
processes, dramatically heightened the public’s awareness of a wide range of 
intellectual issues, posing questions about the nature of political and 
ecclesiastical authority, status of Scripture, rights and wrongs of revolt, 
toleration, and freedom of conscience, and, not least, the problem of how 
to reverse the collapse of discipline and morality. 
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This dragging of the fundamentals into the public sphere was not at all to 
the taste of the most renowned scholar of the Low Countries, and Europe, 
of the late sixteenth century—Justus Lipsius (1547-1606). Lipsius, con- 
vinced that previous philosophy, at least since Roman times, provided little 
of use in coping with the disruption, and dilemmas, of the Low Countries 
wars, forged a recipe for moral survival amid religious and _ political 
upheaval,’ a Neostoic system of ethics and politics, which exerted an 
extraordinary fascination on the generation of Dutch educators, writers, 
poets, and artists moulded by the Revolt. However, he saw it not as a recipe 
for the masses but for humanist scholars and the refined, publishing his 
books, including his key. ethical-work, the De Constantia (1584), solely in 
Latin. Moreover, he criticized Coornhert for advocating toleration and 
religious freedom—which Lipsius himself rejected—in Dutch-language pub- 
lications designed to bring the debate about such fundamental issues into 
the minds and living-rooms of the common people.’ When it was suggested 
to Lipsius that he might summarize his Neostoic philosophy in Dutch, 
rather than:Latin, he haughtily replied that he had no wish for his learning 
to be discussed by innkeepers and sailors. 

But Lipsius’-horror of popularization and popular involvement stood in 
contradiction to the cultural and ideological realities of the 1580s. He 
believed that: true scholarship required detachment from the concerns of 
society and the common man.? To cultivate learning, and his writings, he 
sought a ‘safe tranquillity’, refusing to commit himself publicly, and even in 
private conversation. outwardly: evading the central issues, religious and 
political, posed by the Revolt.‘ 

Yet his very aversion to the strife, and ideological furore, around him led 
him to express, in De Constantia, an ethics devoid of Scriptural underpin- 
ning, neutral between the warring Churches, which answered one of the 
most basic needs of his time. It was ideal for concealed Catholics living 
among Calvinists and concealed Protestants under Catholics, and equally 
for the non-committed. Lipsius had links with the Family of Love and 
Saravia was quick to note that De Constantia could also be construed as a 
learned cover for Spiritualism, a camouflage for private religion hidden 
from society.’ Lipsius: rejected Coornhert’s quest to enlighten his 
countrymen on ethical and spiritual questions. Yet his work fed. precisely 
that impulse in the emerging new culture around him. 

' Lipsius, De Constantia, 3-4. 

? Gildner, Toleranz-Problem, 107. 

? Van Dorsten, Poets, Patrons and Professors, 37. 


‘ Mout, ‘In het schip: Justus Lipsius’, 55-62. 
5 Hamilton, Family of Love, 96-8 


Intellectual Life, 1572-1650 567 


Lipsius’ Neostoicism could not be confined to his ivory tower of Latin. 
Hardly had De Constantia been published than two different Dutch versions 
appeared, one translated by a son-in-law of the famous publisher Chris- 
topher ‘Plantin, prefaced by an ode on Stoic resolve by Jan van Hout, 
Pensionary of Leiden, an influential figure in civic politics and-a leader of 
the new literary and intellectual culture in Dutch. Van Hout, poet, biblio- 
phile, and champion of the Dutch language, idolized Lipsius but also 
William the Silent, and the Revolt, and aspired to: mobilize the people 
behind the Revolt. He organized the festivities to mark Leicester’s entry into 
Leiden, in 1586, an occasion culminating in a lecture on Tacitus by Lipsius.° 
The handsomely bound copy of De Constantia presented to Leicester on 
that occasion was a mark of the great significance of Lipsius not only for 
the infant university but for the Republic. Yet ali the while Lipsius himself 
privately brooded, soon as disappointed in Leicester as he had been in 
Anjou, fearful lest his reputation be irredeemably damaged should he 
remain in the north and the war. be won by Spain, as seemed quite likely at 
that juncture. Lipsius evidently pondered departure, and reversion to the 
Catholic Church, for years before he actually left in 1591.’ 

De Constantia heralded a wider quest for a way out of the moral maze 
created by the Revolt and collapse of the old faith. Coornhert propagated 
his ethical system. for the individual, and the people, through his Zedekunst 
(1587), a treatise aimed at the general population, as well as more sporadi- 
cally in his moralizing plays, which glorified what he called ‘Christian 
philosophy’ without either identifying with, or apparently criticizing, any 
specific branch of Christianity.’ Stevin set out his moral recipe for the 
people, stressing the overriding need for order and discipline, in his Het 
Burgherlick Leven (1590). Another. prophetic disciplinarian, galvanized by 
the threat of a general breakdown,: was Hendrik Laurensz Spiegel (1549- 
1610), an Amsterdam patrician and merchant-poet who admired Lipsius, 
was a friend of Coornhert, and refused to acknowledge the legitimacy of the 
1578. ‘alteration’ in Amsterdam, remaining a Catholic all his life: Spiegel 
expressed his austere, non-biblical moral philosophy, with its stress on the 
rigorous schooling of the young as the foundation of a-godly society,’ in a 
vast moral heroic poem, the Hertspiegel, written in alexandrine verse around 
1600, though not published. until 1614. Like his friends Van Hout and 
Coornhert, Spiegel was much concerned with elevating, and. refining, the 
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Dutch language so that it should be’ a worthy instrument for serious 
literature. Through his many contacts with leading writers, artists, and 
scholars, he exerted a pervasive influence, among others on the young Hooft 
and Carel van Mander, the Flemish refugee artist of Haarlem who, in his 
book on art, published in 1604,-urged his fellow artists to base their creative 
work on disciplined lives, eschewing the sensuality, disorderly life-style, and 
loose women traditionally associated with artists.'° 

The architects of the new'north Netherlands civilization aspired to align 
literature and education in Dutch with the lofty standards of the neo-Latin 
writings of the humanists. Men like Van Hout, Coornhert, Stevin, and 
Spiegel, precisely because of the hopeless disparity of their religious convic- 
tions, resorted with deep seriousness to the people, to restore stability and 
discipline to society and make the best of the status quo in which there was, 
and for the moment could be, no firm confessional basis. They: sought to 
mobilize the people and equip them morally, politically, and in every other 
way to succeed permanently in the great task of breaking free of Spanish 
tyranny. Stevin, who stood high in the regard of Prince Maurits, and was 
the Republic’s leading scientist, mathematician, and engineer, also deemed 
it useful to propagate applied science. among the people, publishing several 
of his scientific works in Dutch." In his De Thiende (1585), for example, he 
stressed the usefulness of decimals, especially for achieving improved 
precision in land surveying, hydraulic management, ‘and the laying out of 
fortifications."? 

Yet, at the same time, these architects of culture, not least Stevin, desired 
the people to be not just disciplined but deferential to patrician authority, 
uninvolved in politics, and submissive in the face of the bewildering state of 
church affairs. This remarkable mix of values at the root of the new Dutch 
culture; blending Erasmian tolerance, freedom of conscience, outward 
submission, and an uncompromising stress:on. the high moral purpose of 
education and literature; culminated in the life and work of the patrician- 
author Pieter Cornelisz. Hooft (1581-1647), son of the Amsterdam burgo- 
master Cornelis Pietersz. Hooft. Hooft was another Neostoic, politique, and 
austere moralizer who aspired to elevate the people while simultaneously 
transcending the conflict of confessional theologies.'? He was also the most 
gifted Dutch writer before Vondel and wrote some of the loftiest Dutch 
‘poetry and prose of the Golden Age. His aim was not just to refine literary 
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Dutch to a level comparable with the best literary French and Italian—at 
that time the only two modern languages which “enjoyed ‘International 
prestige as intellectual and literary vehicles—but to instil reverence for 
stability and order and ease theological passions and political tensions by 
advancing the austere ideals of Roman republican literature and philo- 
sophy. 

Hooft was a moderate Orangist who believed that an ‘eminent head’, 
above the divisions in society, was indispensable to the orderliness he 
craved. He saw danger in the direction chosen by Oldenbarnevelt and his 
allies but, later, was also deeply disappointed by Maurits’s failure to remain 
above the confessional conflict. 

He first achieved mastery of the allegorical drama of ideas in his Geeraerdt 
van Velsen (1613), a play about tyranny but also the dangers of rebellion 
against tyrants, in the age of Count Floris V of Holland, which remained 
popular with Amsterdam theatre-goers throughout the seventeenth century. 
Even more topical was his play Baeto (1617) which proclaimed—as the 
struggle between the Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants neared its 
climax—that civil strife is the worst of evils, idealizing the individual with a 
sense of responsibility towards society, and the state, so strong he will even 
sacrifice his own interests for the greater good. A true Neostoic, Hooft 
always remained above the conflict but did decide, following Maurits’s coup 
d'état, that he could no longer admonish directly and that the theatre no 
longer served his literary-philosophical purpose." After 1618, he switched 
to writing his grand histories, that of the supreme politique, Henri IV of 
France, and that of the Dutch Revolt. Hooft, the patrician-writer, in a sense 
combined the legacies: of Lipsius and Coornhert, reflecting a social and 
political ambivalence which lay at the heart of the Dutch Golden Age. 


UNIVERSITIES AND CIVIC HIGH SCHOOLS 


The conscious quest for a new and separate culture in the north Netherlands 
also led, in February 1575, to the founding of the first university north of 
the rivers, at Leiden. Holland’s seat of learning, founded on the eve of 
the Breda negotiations, was expressly intended to bolster the political and 
religious separatism of Holland and Zeeland.’ The new foundation was 
needed, on the one hand, to educate the regents and nobility, and train 
the office-holders and professionals who would staff the rebel state and, on 
the other, supply preachers for the public Church, which, as far as possible, 
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preferred to recruit its preachers from amongst university graduates.”* But 
whilst. the needs of the new Church were a contributory factor, they were 
definitely not, as the States of Holland’s resolutions show, the foremost 
motive. It was, from the outset, intended that the new academy should not 
only provide theology and law. but also seek to attract the best scholars, and 
excel in humanist studies, mathematics, medicine, and history.'’ Inevitably; 
the Church wanted the new university placed under..its. supervision and 
specifically under the South. Holland synod. But Orange and the States 
expressly rejected any such formal link, rendering. the new university freer 
from ecclesiastical sway than any other in Europe. 

The university’s constitution vested control in seven curators, of whom 
three were nominees of the States and four of the Leiden burgomasters. This 
ensured (down to 1618) avoidance of a narrowly confessional approach and 
prevalence of what strict Calvinists called a ‘libertine’ attitude."* Indeed, 
Calvinist orthodoxy by no means dominated in the-early years, especially 
not among the curators and professors. Neither Lipsius nor Bonaventura 
Vulcanius, another pillar of Leiden in the 1580s; were Calvinists at heart, 
while Thomas Sosius, appointed professor of Roman Law in. 1584, was 
apparently a Catholic. Plantin noted, in 1585, that Catholic students were 
not subjected to any pressure at Leiden, while the leader of the Catholic 
revival in Holland, Sasbout Vosmeer, deplored the readiness of Catholics to 
study there.'? 

Yet, for some years, this liberal spirit debilitated. the university, and 
especially its theology faculty. It is scarcely surprising that, initially, the new 
academy proved less flourishing than William the Silent and Dousa: had 
hoped, given that the very survival of the rebel state remained doubtful 
before 1590. But Leiden’s less than solid reputation amongst strict Calvin- 
ists—who mostly preferred Heidelberg or Geneva—exacerbated matters. 
Remarkably, student numbers at Leiden actually fell in the 1580s during the 
great influx of Protestant refugees from the south. Wilhelmus Baudartius, 
future Counter-Remonstrant theologian and translator, was one of the few 
immigrants who did study at Leiden.” But he stayed only briefly before 
moving on to the Republic’s second university, inaugurated in 1585, at 
Franeker. A committee of curators, professors, and burgomasters. was 
constituted at Leiden, in May. 1586, to ponder the reasons for the univer- 
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sity’s poor showing: and how to reverse its decline.” Adrianus Saravia 
(c.1§32-1613), the rigid Calvinist appointed professor of theology in. 1584, 
and: now rector magnificus, attributed the failure.to recent Spanish military 
successes, rendering the country insecure, and to the new university of 
Franeker, diverting students from Leiden. The. burgomasters, however, 
blamed the deficiencies of the professors, and especially the absenteeism of 
Saravia himself, who was often away conferring with Leicester, at Utrecht, 
instead of teaching.” Lipsius, asked to propose reforms—an indication in 
itself that. scant: attention was paid to orthodox views—recommended 
expanding the range of studies, introducing more classical learning and 
philosophy.” 

The fragility of the universities in the north persisted until the early 1590s, 
culminating im Lipsius’ departure from Leiden. Prospective theology stu- 
dents stayed away and there were few others. Saravia proved an unmitigated 
disaster, his career ending with his botched attempt, in 1587, to foment a 
pro-Leicester coup to seize the city. In the first twelve years (1575-87) only 
131 students enrolled to study theology at Leiden. Franeker also languished. 
Founded by the Frisian States, and Stadholder, Franeker attracted only 
thirty-six students in its first year and still fewer through the late 1580s. It 
survived and, indeed, seemed likely to fulfil the States’ main purpose, 
training young Frisians for careers in the province. But in its early years, 
Franeker drew practically only Frisians and Ommelanders.% 

Matters improved dramatically, as with so much else, with the transfor- 
mation of the military and economic situation, in the early 1590s. Suddenly, 
the Republic was secure and money available for new professors, books, 
and facilities. Student numbers rose sharply. In 1591, the States of Holland 
established a ‘States College’ at Leiden to accommodate thirty theology 
students studying with grants from the States of Holland and Zeeland.*5 
Academic printing and bookselling at Leiden suddenly flourished and 
during the 1590s the Leiden University Library became one of the most 
considerable in Protestant Europe. Although the university had decided in 
1587 to establish a hortus academicus, or botanical garden, in imitation of 
the university of Pisa (which had founded the first botanical garden in 
Europe, in 1543), and those of Padua, Bologna, Florence, and Leipzig which 
had done so since, it was not until 1594 that the gardens were laid out, rare 
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varieties acquired, and planting began. Carolus Clusius (1526-1609), a 
native of Arras who had become the most famous expert on plants in 
Europe, working at Vienna and Frankfurt in the 1570s and 1580s, agreed 
to become director of the Aortus and arrived in Leiden in 1593. Clusius’ 
Rariorum Plantarum Historia (1601) was one of the first major scientific 
works to be published in the north Netherlands. Franeker too grew. in 
reputation, increasing student numbers every year between 1590 and the 
middle of the seventeenth century. 

The student population of Leiden expanded from about 100, in 1590, to 
over 500 by the 1640s. But while Leiden always boasted many more students 
than Franeker in absolute terms, the two universities expanded at the same 
rate, and phasing, down to the 1660s. Franeker’s student body remained 
at about one-quarter of that of Leiden. By 1609, Leiden was one of the 
biggest universities in Europe and, by the 1640s, the largest in the Protestant 
world. During the quarter-century 1626-50, 11,000 students enrolled at 
Leiden, compared with 8,400 at Cambridge, the largest university in Britain, 
and 6,700 at Leipzig, the largest in Germany.”’ 

More striking, though, than the size of the student body was its interna- 
tional composition. Whereas Oxford and Cambridge were almost entirely 
British universities—and Leipzig and Heidelberg, German—Leiden, 
Franeker, and (later) Utrecht were international Protestant universities of a 
kind which only really existed in early modern times, for any length of time, 
in the north Netherlands. During the peak quarter-century at Leiden 
(1626-50), over half the total student body derived from outside the 
Republic, most from the German lands (3,016), Britain (672), and Scandi- 
navia (621)," though, during the Thirty Years War, Leiden also drew 
appreciable numbers from France (434), Poland (354), and Hungary (231). 
By contrast, scarcely any arrived from Italy (19), Spain (3), or Portugal (3). 
Franeker too, from around 1620, became an international university. 
Descartes, who studied there briefly in 1629, was, in this respect, one of a 
crowd. Where in the years 1590-1624, over 75 per cent of Franeker’s student 
population were Dutch (two-thirds from Friesland and Groningen), in the 
period 1625-50, nearly half Franeker’s students were foreigners, mainly 
Germans.” Many of these German and other foreign students in the Dutch 
universities subsequently were prominent in their own, or other, lands. 
Andreas Gryphius, one of the principal German writers of the baroque era, 
spent six years at Leiden (1638-44) and wrote much of his poetry there. 
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The third Dutch university, Groningen, was founded by the States of that 
province, in August 1614, partly to divert some of the flow away from 
Franeker, and partly to prevent Groningen youth being infected by the 
Arminianism rife at Leiden. Although Groningen never matched the inter- 
national prestige of Franeker, it attracted nearly as many students, including 
many: from adjoining parts of Germany. The founding father of: the 
university was the theologian-historian Ubbo Emmius (1547-1625), son of 
an East Frisian. Lutheran pastor converted to Calvinism at Geneva, by Beza. 
By the 1580s he was the leader of the Calvinists in East Friesland as well as 
a renowned anti-Mennonite controversialist and eminent scholar. After the 
capture of Groningen, in 1594, the new Reformed raad invited Emmius to 
reform the city’s prestigious Latin school. He remained influential 
throughout the region, helping mould spiritual life and writing extensively 
about the history of Groningen, Friesland, and East Friesland. The Gron- 
ingen raad promoted his reputation as a method: of enhancing the city’s 
stature, organizing an impressive public funeral, on his death, and placing 
portraits of him in civic buildings. 

The fourth Dutch university in chronological order but, from the outset, 
second in status, was Utrecht. Proposals for a provincial university for 
Utrecht had been under discussion since 1602 but with a majority of the 
States preferring to locate it at Amersfoort rather than in the province’s 
chief city. The project was long shelved, partly owing to the reluctance of 
the ridderschap, and lesser towns, to see that city’s preponderance over the 
province enhanced further and partly owing to the inhibiting proximity of 
Leiden. When later, in 1632, the city announced plans for a so-called Illustre 
School, or high school, as a first step towards forming a university, asking 
the States to help financially, some of the latter still considered Amersfoort 
the preferable site.*° Consequently, the city proceeded on its own, setting up 
the high school in 1634 and asking the States to endorse its conversion into 
a full university two years later. As a result, Utrecht was the one Dutch 
university which possessed an essentially civic rather than provincial char- 
acter. The celebrated preacher Gisbertus Voetius, who was appointed to the 
chair of theology, remained over many years the presiding figure among its 
professors. 

The rapid growth of the universities also created demand for civic 
colleges, the new ‘Illustrious Schools’, to prepare boys who had been 
through the Latin schools for university, especially by polishing their Latin. 
The setting up of these institutions was typically a phenomenon of the 1630s 
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and 1640s. Among the most noted. were the Deventer Illustre School 
(Overijssel, Zeeland, and Drenthe were the provinces which never acquired 
universities), which won renown especially during the rectorship (1642-58) of 
Johannes Fredericus Gronovius, a German humanist and follower of 
Vossius, who became a leading classical philologist in the Republic. Remark- 
ably, of 450 boys who enrolled at Deventer, in Gronovius’ time, over 20 per 
cent were foreign, including fifty-eight Germans, four Danes, and no fewer 
than twenty-seven Hungarians.*' Another. noted Illustrious School was that 
of Dordrecht, founded in 1635, with the scientist Isaac Beeckman (1588- 
1637) as its first rector. But the most renowned—as well as controversial— 
was the Illustrious School or Athenaeum, set up in Amsterdam in 1630-1. 
Again the purpose was to prepare the city’s youth for university. But the 
Arminian vroedschap, aware that several celebrated scholars were available, 
having been fully, or partially, purged from Leiden: for Remonstrantism, 
recruited them, in this way deflecting lustre from Leiden to Amsterdam, a 
strategy which Leiden, through the Hof of Holland, tried unsuccessfully to 
block. Vossius was appointed rector, in 1631, at the (previously. unheard-of) 
salary of f2,500—the university of Utrecht in its first year paying its rector 
f1,300, and Voetius f1,200.” The Athenaeum also conferred a professorship 
on the scarcely less embattled humanist Caspar Barlaeus (1584-1648). 

Universities—of which there were five with the founding of Harderwijk, 
in 1648—existed only in the provinces and not in Generality Lands. But 
Illustrious Schools arose also in the Generality Lands partly as civic 
institutions but jointly sponsored by the Generality, through the Raad van 
State.» Here they were a curious phenomenon. Intended to prepare future 
Reformed preachers, and administrators, for university, they were sub- 
sidized by the Generality, headed by noted Calvinist scholars, and assigned 
ample resources and prestigious premises; but they generally lacked stu- 
dents. Few young men from north of the rivers, or abroad, desired to study 
in the Generality Lands, whilst the local populace, predominantly Catholic, 
shunned them as bulwarks of Protestantism. The ’s-Hertogenbosch IlIlustre 
School founded in 1636 by the town’s new Reformed vroedschap, had as its 
first rector the noted Huguenot professor Samuel Maresius (1599-1673), 
formerly of Sédan, and later theological doyen of Groningen. The rival 
institution at Breda was inaugurated in 1646, largely on the initiative of the 
Stadholder, who aspired to turn his baronial town into the intellectual 
centre of north Brabant.™ 
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While most students attending-the universities read theology, law, or the 
third great vocational discipline. of early modern times—medicine—the 
greatest academic prestige stemmed from excellence in humanist studies— 
classical philology, biblical research,.and philosophy. Renown in these 
spheres vastly enhanced the regional.and international status of universities 
and civic colleges, attracting students from distant lands, especially where, 
as in Scandinavia and Lutheran Germany; little attraction was exerted by 
the Dutch theology faculties. 


DUTCH LATE HUMANISM 


In the 1580s Lipsius was the intellectual glory of Leiden and all Holland. 
Franeker’s answer to Lipsius was Johannes Drusius (1550-1616), like 
Clusius, Barlaeus, Stevin, and other prominent intellectual figures of the 
Republic in the early seventeenth century, a refugee from the south. This 
celebrated philologist originally occupied a chair at Leiden, .but was lured 
to Franeker, in 1584, despite William the Silent’s effort to forestall this by 
urging the Leiden curators to increase his salary.*5 Drusius’ expertise in 
Greek, Hebrew, and other Near Eastern languages, especially Syriac, 
eventually made Franeker famous throughout Europe, attracting students 
from as far afield as Scotland and Switzerland. Like Lipsius, Drusius 
avoided theological and confessional issues, sticking to classical studies and 
philological research. 

Worried by Drusius’ defection, and Franeker’s progress, the Leiden 
curators ‘appreciably increased their professors’ salaries. This failed, how- 
ever, to prevent Lipsius’ departure in 1591. To replace Lipsius, the curators 
spared no effort to find a scholar of comparable worth, mobilizing the States 
of Holland to assist with the task. States and curators cast their eye on the 
renowned French humanist Joseph Justus Scaliger (1540-1609) and sought 
the aid of the French king in approaching him. Scaliger describes how he 
was ‘besieged’ for two years before agreeing to come at the unprecedented 
salary of 1,200 guilders—Lipsius was earning f1,000 yearly when he left— 
provided he would not be asked to lecture.** An irritable man who loathed 
most professors and liked marking venomous comments in the margins of 
his copies of colleagues’ books, Scaliger found much to complain. of in 
Holland, not least the cold, food, heavy drinking, and exorbitant rents.*” 
But for the States, university, and city it was abundantly worth the high cost 
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of accommodating Scaliger and his library in one. of the best houses on the 
stately canal, facing the university. For his reputation bestowed lustre on all 
three. 

Scaliger did not lecture. But teaching small groups of specially selected 
students he established new standards of philological research in classical 
and Near Eastern texts, surpassing anything then found elsewhere in 
Europe.* His insistence on a wide knowledge of ancient languages, and 
scripts, as the basis of high scholarship, became as celebrated as his 
favourite method of disposing of a scorned colleague: ‘il n’a pas bien 
entendu les langues.’ Scaliger, reputedly the greatest expert on the New 
Testament of his age, produced masterly editions of classical authors, 
including Catullus, Tibullus, and Propertius, and, besides legendary exper- 
tise in Latin and Greek, imparted major impetus to the study of Hebrew, 
Syriac, Arabic, and other languages and literatures he deemed relevant to 
biblical study, including Coptic and Ethiopic. Of his works written at 
Leiden, his masterpiece was the Thesaurus Temporum (1614), establishing a 
general chronological framework for ancient history, a work which grew out 
of his efforts to establish a critical text of Eusebius. 

Scaliger’s principal legacy was his influence on his circle of gifted students. 
Through them, he exerted a lasting impact, in the Republic and beyond, in 
classical and biblical scholarship and study of Near Eastern languages. 
Pre-eminent among his students were Grotius, who arrived at Leiden in 
1594, at the age of 11, an acknowledged child prodigy; Petrus Scriverius 
(1580-1655); and Daniel Heinsius (1580-1655), who arrived in 1598 and 
became Scaliger’s foremost protégé. In 1605, at the age of 25, Heinsius was 
appointed Leiden’s professor of Greek. Emulating Scaliger, he produced 
improved scholarly editions of numerous classical authors, including Ho- 
race and parts of Aristotle, but though he too became famous throughout 
Europe, he introduced no major innovation and lacked the depth of his 
mentor.*? 

In Near Eastern studies, Scaliger’s leading student was Thomas Erpenius 
(1584-1624), who was appointed professor of oriental languages in 1613. 
His Grammatica Arabica (1613) remained central to Arabic studies in 
Europe for two centuries and was republished, in German, as late as 1771. 
He also prepared an Arabic New Testament published in 1616. Erpenius 
attracted many students and consolidated Leiden’s position as the pre-emi- 
nent centre for Near Eastern studies.in Europe. After his death in the plague 
epidemic of 1624, his star student, Jacobus Golius (1596-1667), continued 
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the tradition.® On trips to North Africa, Syria, and. Constantinople, in the 
years 1622-5, Golius amassed some 300 medieval Arabic, Persian, and 
Turkish manuscripts, forming the core of Leiden’s celebrated collection of 
Near Eastern. texts. Golius, who also did much to stimulate practical 
astronomy at Leiden, promoted. interest in the history of science, exploring 
medieval Arabic texts which transmitted Greek scientific knowledge. In this 
way, he helped. generate the close interaction between science and the 
humanities characteristic of seventeenth-century Dutch culture. But his 
crowning achievement was his Lexicon Arabicum (1654), which remained in 
use amongst western orientalists down to the nineteenth century. His chief 
follower was Levinus Warner, a Westphalian, from Lippe, who eventually 
became Dutch resident in Constantinople and collected numerous addi- 
tional: Near Eastern manuscripts for Leiden. 

‘The close ‘involvement of .universities and Latin schools in civic and 
provincial life placed them at the centre of the Arminian—-Gomarist storm. 
Virtually all the principal humanists and biblical scholars, in the tradition 
of Erasmus and Lipsius, disliked the rising dogmatism and Calvinist 
zealotry around them. Even Heinsius, who later assailed the Remonstrants, 
particularly Episcopius, and served as. Latin secretary of the Synod of 
Dordrecht, was not a professed Gomarist before 1618 and was subsequently 
lambasted by Grotius, Vossius, and Barlaeus, not as a Calvinist zealot but 
betrayer of friends and. shabby opportunist,” whom they denounced as a 
hypocrite, drunkard, and ‘chaser after whores’. Their common teacher and 
guide in the world. of scholarship, Scaliger, long an admirer of Erasmus, 
had, in his last years, made clear his own admiration also for Arminius and 
contempt for Gomarus.* 

After Oldenbarnevelt’s. downfall, the new States of Holland changed the 
Leiden curators, in February 1619, and established a commission to 
eradicate. Remonstrantism from the faculties, in July. A number of leading 
professors:were marked men. Petrus Bertius, the Remonstrant regent of the 
States College, until 1615, was immediately dismissed from his chair, 
Barlaeus was sacked as deputy head of the States College, in July, and from 
his professorship, in August. Episcopius, having fled the Republic, was 
deemed to have dismissed himself. Vossius was sacked as regent of the 
States College but retained his chair, albeit with his writings under investi- 
gation by the South Holland Synod. The new curators, writing to the States 
of Utrecht, in August 1619, claimed to have purged their university of its 
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‘previous disorder’, requesting that province to resume sending its. students 
to study in Leiden.* 

The Latin schools of Holland and Utrecht were similarly purged. At the 
renowned Hieronymus school at Utrecht, attended by some 300 ‘pupils, 
rector and staff were dismissed, the new teachers including the young 
scientist and zealous Counter-Remonstrant, Isaac Beeckman, installed as 
deputy head in November 1619.“ Similar purges took. place-at Haarlem, 
Leiden, Gouda, and Rotterdam. Following the dismissals at Rotterdam, 
Beeckman’s brother, also a strict Calvinist, was appointed rector of the 
Latin school there. 

Nor did the purges of 1618-20 end the feuding amongst the Republic’s 
intellectual élites. Recrimination and acrimony continued to pervade Dutch 
cultural life down to the 1630s and beyond. With the advent of the 
stadholderate of Frederik Hendrik, in 1625, however, there was more scope 
for accommodation, and reconciliation. After all, Counter-Remonstrants 
could admire aspects of humanist enquiry, provided it avoided sensitive 
theological issues. Constantijn Huygens, a pillar of the Counter-Remon- 
strant faction at the Stadholder’s court, and leading figure in literary circles, 
was among those most eager to bind the wounds and create. an integrated, 
revitalized Dutch culture, known for learning and erudition: Shortly after 
Maurits’s death, he helped Barlaeus, whose neo-Latin poetry he admired, 
and who was living in straitened circumstances giving private tuition in 
Leiden, by securing commissions to write Latin court poems, one of the first 
of which was the Britannia Triumphans (1625), celebrating the- marriage of 
Charles I of England. 

Huygens, Hooft, Barlaeus, Vossius, and others laboured to end the state 
of scholarly and cultural stasis and transcend the theological: divide. A 
cultural phenomenon of considerable importance in this connection was the 
literary and intellectual group known as the ‘Muiden Circle’ which gathered 
around the politique poet, playwright, and historian Hooft. As drost of 
Muiden castle, near Amsterdam, he was well placed to host regular 
gatherings of writers and scholars, besides. being the arch-politique who 
alone had remained neutral above the theological tirades and retained the 
friendship of both sides. For many years Hooft presided over a..unique 
coterie, including Huygens, Barlaeus, and Vossius, and sought to guide 
Dutch literary and intellectual culture out of the aridity of past polemics 
into new worlds of intellectual,. metaphysical, and poetic enquiry. They 
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avoided much and deliberately cultivated an air of refined frivolity but also 
replaced controversy with the ideal of secluded debate and pursuing truth 
through literature. Huygens, who admired the metaphysical verse of John 
Donne, aspired to bring similar depth to Dutch poetry. Hooft, by contrast, 
abandoned verse during the years of the Muiden Circle, concentrating in the 
1630s and 1640s on inner wrestling with the political and ethical issues 
which had for so long preoccupied him and writing his history of the Dutch 
Revolt, which marks the zenith of Dutch Golden Age prose.“ 

Intellectually and culturally, the Arminian—-Gomarist controversies re- 
sulted in a deadlock which, from the 1630s onwards, poetry, history-writing, 
theology, and humanist scholarship all strove to surmount in linked, similar 
ways. Vossius, with immense circumspection, quietly pushed on with his 
research. ‘Generally within Dutch humanist enquiry, the emphasis shifted, 
from the late 1620s,. towards searching for a more detailed grasp of the 
specific historical,. linguistic, and religious context of Scripture and early 
Christianity, avoiding former battlegrounds. 

This new sensitivity,-a reversion to the discretion of Lipsius, Drusius, and 
Scaliger,: showed on both sides of the theological divide. In 1627, the 
Huguenot professor Louis de Dieu, one of the orthodox replacements 
appointed at Leiden, in 1619, published his Syriac edition, and Latin 
translation, of Revelation, based on.a manuscript discovered by Heinsius 
among Scaliger’s. papers, without making any polemical remark. Next, in 
three volumes: (1631, 1634, and 1646), De Dieu published his Animadver- 
siones,.on the New Testament, again side-stepping all potentially divisive 
theological issues, elucidating obscurities exclusively by Scaliger’s method of 
comparing ancient versions with related texts in Hebrew, Syriac, Arabic, 
Ethiopic, and. Greek. Similarly, Heinsius’ chief contribution after 1618 was 
his Exercitationes (1639) on the New Testament, which again eschewed 
doctrinal issues, arguing exclusively in philological and historical terms, 
while veiling his implied criticism of the official Dutch translation of the 
Gospel in the States Bible.*’ 

-Admittedly, Heinsius’ circumspection did not prevent his work being 
fiercely attacked by’ Vossius, Grotius, and: his new Leiden colleague, the 
Huguenot professor Claude Salmasius. But this fresh acrimony stemmed 
from personal rather than ideological animus, though there were also some 
philological issues at stake.“ In what became a legendary academic feud 
Salmasius held that the New Testament was written in the standard common 
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Greek of the Hellenistic era, disparaging Heinsius’ view that it was a Judaic 
Greek. permeated with Hebrew and other Near Eastern constructions.” 
Vossius, who accused Heinsius of appropriating Scaliger’s unpublished 
notes without acknowledging the fact, sided vigorously with Salmasius. 

. Meanwhile, .Grotius refined his own biblical exegesis, his principal work 
in this field, his Annotationes on the Old and New Testaments, being (again) 
a product especially of the 1630s. Grotius’ notes on the New Testament 
(1641) undoubtedly surpassed both De Dieu and Heinsius in depth, erudi- 
tion, ‘and originality. But here too one discerns the same determination: to 
elucidate the difficulties and obscurities of Scripture, using philological 
methods and avoiding ‘dogmatic issues, treating the text almost as ‘one 
would a work of classical antiquity.. 

By creating a new biblical exegesis based on philological expertise; and 
confessionally neutral, the generation of Dutch humanists active after 1625 
generated at least the possibility of building bridges, and genuine dialogue, 
between different confessional blocs. Yet, it has to be admitted that, despite 
this, no true inter-confessional dialogue proved possible in the Dutch 
Golden: Age. The methodology was there but, by and large, it: proved 
impossible for Calvinists, Remonstrants, Catholics, and Jews. to break out 
of dogmatic confessional modes of thinking. 

Such bridge-building as there was only proves how: limited .were the 
possibilities. A case in point is that of the Amsterdam rabbi Menasseh. ben 
Israel (1604-57), a friend of Vossius.after the latter’s move to. Amsterdam, 
in 1631, respected by Grotius and Barlaeus, on the Armiinian side, and 
Salmasius and Constantijn L’Empereur (1591-1648), professor of Hebrew 
at Leiden from 1627, on the orthodox. Menasseh’s book the Conciliador 
(1632), reconciling apparent contradictions in the Hebrew text of the Bible, 
was published in Spanish, with the approval of the Sephardic community, 
and was applauded by Vossius and Barlaeus, who urged him to publish a 
Latin version, a step normally not open:to, or sought by, Jewish scholars. 
Menasseh had a Latin version prepared and asked the States of Holland for 
permission to dedicate the work to'them. The States thereupon sent: the 
Latin text to the Leiden theology faculty, which replied that the book was 
full of ‘Jewish fables’. The States refused Menasseh’s request, but without 
banning his book. Menasseh’s decision to publish, albeit altering the place 
of publication from ‘Amsterdam’ to ‘Frankfurt’, annoyed both the Calvin- 
ists and the elders of the Sephardic community, whose policy. it-was that 
there be no Jewish publications of a sort liable to irritate the public Church. 
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~Vossius noted that Menasseh was exceptional among Jews in being willing 
to debate with Christian scholars but also that, for that very reason, he was 
‘not much respected by those of his own faith’. This was true. But it was 
equally true that Vossius, and still more.orthodox Calvinists like L’Empe- 
reur, proved incapable of genuine~dialogue with Judaism and rabbinic 
learning. Vossius’ attitude was pervaded by a desire to convert the Jews to 
Christianity. L’7Empereur may have been a professor of Hebrew but ignored 
contemporary: intellectual. developments: among Dutch Jewry and was 
unable.to step beyond a'traditional, dogmatic anti-Judaism.*' 

-¥et there was much in Dutch late humanism: which was impressive. Not 
only did it greatly refine the tools.of scholarly research, it created a new type 
of European intellectual environment. If it failed to generate authentic 
dialogue between confessions, and could not do so in the context of: the 
time, it undeniably encouraged a milder spiritual climate in which everyday 
coexistence of rival theological and philosophical systems was not just 
conceivable but an established fact, a reality to which everyone had to adjust 
and within which a wide variety of religious traditions and cultural systems 
could separately flourish. 


THE RISE OF THE MECHANISTIC WORLD VIEW 


The: late humanist outlook of Lipsius and Scaliger, with its retreat from 
dogma, emphasis on research, and resort to Neostoic and other non- 
Christian systems :of ethics and polities; was fundamentally a symptom of 
the ‘sceptical crisis’: which pervaded western Europe from the end of the 
sixteenth century.*? This, arguably: the most decisive shift in European 
thought in early modern times, is best-.understood as stemming from the 
general deadlock of Protestantism and Catholicism ‘which settled over 
France, Germany, the-Low Countries, Britain, Switzerland, and east-central 
Europe by the third quarter of the century.*? While Lipsius.and Scaliger may 
be regarded as the classic representatives of this post-1570 crisis of the early 
modern mind, Coornhert, Stevin; Hooft,, Vossius, and Grotius (with his 
vision of a non-dogmatic Erasmian Reformation) were all, in their different 
ways, also spokesmen of the ‘sceptical. crisis’. Almost everyone at the 
forefront of Dutch ‘intellectual. life, by the 1630s and 1640s, was. trying to 
cope with the effects of the deadlock between Protestantism and Catholicism, 
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Calvinism and: Lutheranism, and Arminianism and Gomarism. The general 
tendency, among the intellectual élite, was an intensified resort. to.:the 
methods, and. attitudes, of Lipsius and Scaliger.: This meant that. estab- 
lished authority was weak and that, by the 1630s and. 1640s, the _Dutch 
intellectual milieu was potentially receptive to a general overturning,. and 
replacing, of existing theological, philosophical, and scientific systems of 
thought. 

Science and. mathematics had, of. course, from the outset had their 
acknowledged place in.the new Dutch high culture forged by the Revolt. 
These subjects had,.since the founding of Leiden university, in 1575, figured 
prominently in Dutch academic life and, through Stevin, also more widely 
in Dutch high culture. The leading figure at the beginning of the century 
was the mathematician Rudolf Snellius (1546-1613), a native of Oudewater 
(like Arminius) trained in Germany, who had imbibed a strong Ramist 
influence. Snellius lectured uninterruptedly at Leiden, from 1580, teaching 
mathematics and his version of Ramism. .Petrus Ramus (1515-72), a 
Huguenot logician slaughtered in the St Bartholomew’s Day massacre in 
Paris, had devised a post-Aristotelian system of logic and knowledge which, 
despite its crudity, enjoyed vast popularity in late sixteenth-century Europe, 
and at the outset of the seventeenth, providing as it did a method of 
systematizing all branches of knowledge, emphasizing the relevance of 
theory to practical applications, a feature of particular interest to Snellius. 
The latter’s son, Willibrord Snellius (1580—1626),;‘also a leading mathemati- 
cian and admirer of Ramus, continued the tradition established by his 
father, and Stevin, applying mathematics to a range of scientific problems. 
Having trained under the great Danish: astronomer: Tycho Brahe, some of 
his work was in. the. field of mathematical astronomy. He. is chiefly 
remembered, however, for his path-breaking experiments on refraction of 
light, culminating in his formulation of the law of refraction which bears his 
name. Most of Snellius’ work remained unpublished.. According to Vossius 
and Huygens, Descartes subsequently made use of Snellius’ discoveries in 
optics without fully acknowledging the fact. 

Until the mid-1630s Dutch science and scientific ideas evolved quietly, 
without provoking any major furore, along the several fronts mapped-out 
by Stevin and the two professors Snellius. Copernicus’ view of the planetary 
system found an early and relatively. favourable reception in the Dutch 
Republic but awareness of his ideas remained restricted to a tiny circle.” 
Ubbo Emmius attacked. Stevin for adopting a Copernican standpoint but 
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there was no public controversy. This was merely an early rumble of what 
was to follow. The situation began to change only. after the papal condem- 
nation of Galileo, in 1633, which sharpened debate, and increased awareness 
of the issues, especially following the introduction of lectures teaching the 
heliocentric conception at the Amsterdam Athenaeum. On several occasions 
in 1636, the Amsterdam Reformed consistory expressed alarm at the sudden 
upsurge of interest in the. doctrines of Copernicus and Galileo and con- 
demned the teaching of the heliocentric doctrine at Amsterdam. 

This marked the commencement not only of the rapid and wide dissemi- 
nation of the Copernican view of the universe in Dutch society but also of 
a strong reaction against it, in the Church and universities,-which:was soon 
to become linked to a more general conflict between Calvinist orthodoxy in 
alliance with traditional Aristotelian science and philosophy, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, a complex of new tendencies—scientific, philoso- 
phical, and theological—of which the heliocentric doctrine was an integral 
part. The doyen of. Utrecht university, Gisbertus Voetius, who was to 
emerge as.the chief spokesman of both Calvinist orthodoxy and Aristotelian 
philosophy in the bitter controversies of the 1640s and 1650s, was at the 
same time the principal champion of the campaign against Copernicus and 
Galileo and their conception of the universe. 

The most outstanding Dutch scientist between the younger Snellius and 
Christian Huygens (who established his reputation in the 1650s) was Isaac 
Beeckman. A pupil of Snellius and admirer of Stevin, Beeckman was skilled 
in a variety of practical applications, especially pumps, as well as pure 
mathematics. First as a businessman and later as a teacher in the Illustrious 
Schools of Utrecht, Rotterdam, and Dordrecht, he pursued his career and 
researches entirely outside the university context. He first met Descartes at 
Breda in 1618 and soon became closely involved in the great French 
philosopher’s progress towards a fully integrated, mechanistic world-view 
based on mathematical laws.* 

The mechanistic world-view, a mode of abstraction whereby all worldly 
reality is reducible to terms of extension, mass, and movement which can be 
expressed mathematically, first emerged in the years around 1630 in the 
minds of René Descartes (1596-1650):and Beeckman. Descartes, fearful of 
incurring the censure of the Catholic Church, in 1628 settled permanently 
in the Republic, as a land where he could freely develop his system. For 
most of the rest of his career, until 1649, he resided and worked on Dutch 
soil. Precisely how considerable Beeckman’s role was will probably never be 
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known for certain. But it is-clear from Beeckman’s journal (and Descartes’s 
behaviour) that he did significantly influence Descartes and preceded him in 
some respects.5’ In 1630, Descartes angrily broke with Beeckman, refusing 
to accept that he had acquired part of his system from him. But what 
Beeckman certainly lacked, which Descartes possessed, was the ability to 
weld his mechanistic insights into an integrated philosophical system. By the 
time Descartes published his Discours de la méthode, in 1637, he was well 
on the path towards what was to prove the most revolutionary scientific- 
philosophical system of the seventeenth century. Orthodox Calvinists grew 
uneasy. Descartes’s :progress was. followed with an increasingly hostile eye 
by the vigilant. Voetius. 

By the late 1630s, Descartes’s philosophy was already generating con- 
troversy in the universities and amongst the intellectual leadership of the 
public Church. In 1639, Voetius organized a series of theological disputa- 
tions at Utrecht on the subject of atheism, distinguishing between ‘direct’ 
atheism. and atheism concealed behind belief in a remote deity, of which 
Vanini and Descartes were cited as the prime examples. Voetius condemned 
Descartes as doubly culpable for basing his philosophical system on doubt 
and discarding all traditional (Aristotelian) science and philosophy, includ- 
ing existing proofs of God’s existence. 

Initially, Voetius’ offensive had little effect. Descartes’s scientific-philoso- 
phical-theological system was championed within the university by the 
professor of medicine, Henricus Regius (1598-1679). Descartes himself, who 
showed only contempt for Voetius, assured his friend Mersenne, in March 
1642, that Regius’ ‘disciples, ayant gousté ma fagon de raisonner, méprisent 
si fort. la vulgaire, qu’ils s’°en moquent ouvertement’.” Voetius persevered, 
however, aiming to provoke such uproar in Church and State as to force 
provincial and city governments into silencing his enemy. He developed 
several lines of attack, in particular inciting Maarten Schoock, professor of 
philosophy at Groningen, to publish a (supposedly) crushing refutation, and 
mobilizing the Utrecht vroedschap against Descartes, who was a familiar 
figure in the city. The Utrecht vroedschap, still Counter-Remonstrant 
through the 1640s, took up Voetius’ cause. Schoock’s Philosophia Cartesia- 
na (1642) robustly denounced Descartes, assailing his mechanistic approach 
to the biological sciences, equating him with David Joris and the blasphe- 
mous still-life painter Torrentius, as a ‘seducer’ of ordinary folk, accusing 
him of seeking to tyrannize over all philosophy by publishing in French, and 
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appealing to non-academics, instead: of sticking to Latin terminology.” 
Neither did he hesitate to call Descartes an ‘atheist’, styling him the new 
“Vanini’. 

Descartes assured friends in France that Schoock’s book was contemp- 
tible and that he would not bother to reply were it only his own position 
which was at stake. However, he explained, since Voetius, whom he 
regarded as the true author, ‘gouverne le menu peuple en une ville ov il y a 
quantité d’honestes gens qui me veulent du bien, et qui seront bien aysés 
que son authorité diminue’, he felt bound to enter the fray for their sake, to 
diminish Voetius’ standing and increase ‘freedom’ to philosophize.” The 
war of Cartesianism and Aristotelianism now pervaded not only the whole 
of Dutch science, philosophy, and theology but was beginning to invade 
civic politics and the confrontation of party-factions, not only within the 
city council, and university, but also the States, consistory, and beyond. For 
Voetius’ sway in Utrecht derived essentially from the Reformed man in the 
street, and his ability to mobilize the consistory. Cartesianism was thus now 
inseparable from the general ideological and political battle in progress in 
Utrecht and therefore the Republic. Despite having spent much of his life 
in Holland, Descartes had only a poor command of Dutch and was unable 
to follow the intricacies of the public debate in that language. Nevertheless, 
he desired that his reply should, with the help of friends, appear in Dutch, 
sO as.to damage Voetius’ reputation as much as possible. His answer to 
Schoock took the form of an open letter to Voetius proclaiming the latter 
a benighted bigot, ignorant of science and: philosophy, who abused his 
power as rector magnificus of the university to obstruct scholarship. But this 
served only to incense opinion and alarm the authorities. 

The furore, now spreading well beyond Utrecht,” started to worry 
Descartes. In 1643, he appealed to his friend Constantijn Huygens, and 
through him the Stadholder, for protection for himself—and for Regius 
who, he feared, might lose his professorship and become the ‘premier martyr 
de ma philosophie’.* He assured Huygens that where previously he believed 
“que ces provinces fussent libres’, now he saw that it was the spirit of the 
Inquisition which reigned, particularly at Utrecht. Regius was not sacked; 
but the university did order him to eschew philosophy and confine his 
lectures henceforth to medicine.“ The Utrecht vroedschap also took steps 
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against Descartes which eventually led to Frederik Hendrik’s intervention 
to protect him. 

Whilst Frederik Hendrik lived, Descartes was safe and, indeed, able, with 
the help of the French ambassador, to counter-attack with some effect: He 
lodged complaints against Schoock with the Groningen university: auth- 
orities which gained the support of the new rector magnificus there, Samuel 
Maresius, an orthodox Calvinist but also ardent foe of Voetius. Schoock 
was humiliated and compelled to admit that Voetius had put him up to write 
against Descartes. By 1644, Descartes was also receiving favourable 
treatment in philosophical theses disputed at Leiden, his principal ally there 
being the brilliant young mathematician Frans van Schooten (1615-66), 
who had been close to Descartes since 1636, drawn the figures for several of 
his works, and translated the Géométrie (1638) into Latin. It was Van 
Schooten who, during the mid-1640s, taught the young Johan de Witt and 
Christian Huygens their mathematics and: also doubtless something of his 
reverence for Descartes. 

The Cartesian controversy in the United Provinces began. earlier. than 
elsewhere and attained an unparalleled intensity. In the Spanish Nether- 
lands, a current of sympathetic interest in Cartesian science and philosophy 
was evident, at Leuven, by 1650, as well as a prevailing negative response, 
resulting in a general condemnation by leading figures of the university in 
1652. Cartesianism was not eradicated from the south Netherlands univer- 
sities. But neither did it escalate into a central issue in the culture of the 
south. It was not until 1662 that the papal internuncio in Brussels spurred 
the Leuven theology faculty to condemn a list of Cartesian theses and not 
until the following year that Descartes’s works were placed on the Index.” 
But this served neither to eradicate Cartesian teaching fromthe Arts faculty 
at Leuven nor to generate a major intellectual furore. Reaction in the south 
remained muted. 

In the north, the Cartesian controversy not only pervaded academic life 
but became a major issue in high culture and politics. The. Cartesian 
question by no means drove theology from centre stage in the ideological 
warfare between the rival party-factions. But the feud between Descartes 
and Voetius did make philosophy and science key aspects of the rival 
thought-worlds based on competing theological systems, which infused, and 
helped shape, the party-factions. In the Dutch context, contrasting attitudes 
to the ‘new philosophy’, and Descartes, became part of the ideological 
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baggage of politics'by the early 1640s and remained.so until the beginning 
of the eighteenth century. 

: By. the mid-1640s Descartes felt decidedly insecure. Conscious of Galileo’s 
fate.and the furore over the Copernican doctrine that the earth revolves 
around the sun, escalating in Holland since the mid-1630s, Descartes shrank 
from.openly endorsing it-in his Principia-(1644). After the death of 
Frederik Hendrik, in 1647, the great philosopher’s anxiety increased. The 
new Stadholder thought differently from his father and. allied himself with 
the Calvinist orthodox. In a:letter penned shortly after Frederik Hendrik’s 
demise, Descartes remarked that the United Provinces no longer provided 
the tranquillity necessary for philosophizing ‘in freedom’ which he had come 
there to find. Instead of enjoying calm he found himself entangled with a 
‘troupe de théologiens’ intent on vilifying him in the-eyes of the public. By 
late 1647, a full-scale: offensive was under way against his ideas at both 
Utrecht. and ‘Leiden. He sombrely predicted that his Voetian adversaries 
would first secure condemnation of his system in the university senates, 
then, with academic:backing; in the consistories, and, finally, with consistory 
support, oblige the regents to muzzle him and suppress his books.® In 
September '1649, with William II’s star in the ascendant, a disillusioned 
Descartes boarded ship for Sweden. 


BOREELISM AND THE “THIRD FORCE 


One response to the sceptical crisis was the ‘new philosophy’ and mechan- 
istic world-view, another that of Voetius, an anti-Cartesianism rooted in 
confessional orthodoxy and the authority of established Churches, in 
alliance with traditional Aristotelian science. But there was also a third 
résponse which has been aptly termed the ‘Third Force’. 

This reaction also arose in the second quarter of the seventeenth century, 
initially especially in England. Based on radical spiritualist interpretations 
of Scripture, rooted in mystical methodologies, the Third Force, not least in 
its Dutch context, rejected the entire existing order of authority and 
learning, achieving certainty by:fusing revealed truth, divine inspiration, and 
scientific knowledge in ways which often seem startling to the modern mind. 
The central figure in the United Provinces was Adam Boreel (1603-65), 
scion of a Middelburg regent family, deeply influenced by experiences in 
England during the 1630s. Boreel and the “Boreelists-—the term was 
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commonly used in Holland from the late 1640s onwards—denied that any 
existing Church was the true Church of Christ but, at the same time, ‘held 
that all existing Churches, including that of the Jews, possessed fragments 
of truth.” The true Church of Christ were the small informal groups, 
emancipated from the sway of clergy and constituted Churches, banded 
together in pursuit of a pure apostolic Christianity of which public preachers 
and Churches were the decayed and corrupted remnants. In Boreel’s true 
Church of Christ there was general freedom of debate and speculation and 
all members ‘were equal. Boreel set out his ideas in his book Ad Legem et 
Testimonium, published in Amsterdam, in 1645, shortly before he settled 
permanently in the city.” The book earned him the bitter hostility of the 
Reformed Church. 

‘Boreel, who had studied in Leiden, found.much in the existing Collegiant 
movement ‘that fitted with his ideas and, on establishing his ‘college’ in 
Amsterdam, in the late 1640s, together with a group of liberal Mennonites, 
drew recruits from the same liberal Mennonite and Remonstrant circles as 
the Rijnsburgers. But he continually strove also to forge links with Luther- 
ans, Jews, Quakers, and indeed Catholics. Endeavouring to penetrate to the 
absolute—but superficially hidden—certainties of Revelation, and prepare 
the Jews for their conversion to his true Church of Christ, Boreel placed 
particular emphasis on studying Hebrew and post-biblical Jewish literature. 
Among his intimates in Middelburg was the Sephardic rabbi Judah Leon 
Templo and in Amsterdam Menasseh ben Israel. Boreel laboured, over 
many years, preparing a series of Hebrew, Latin, and Spanish versions of, 
and commentaries on, the Jewish Mishnah, though only his vocalized 
Hebrew version was actually published, albeit without his name on the 
title-page, so as not to alarm orthodox Jews.” 

A key Spiritualist ally of Boreel, in Amsterdam, was the mystical Chiliast 
Petrus Serrarius (1600-69), a former preacher of the Dutch Walloon Church 
expelled, in 1628, after being drawn into a Schwenckfeldian Spiritualism 
probably acquired during his years in Cologne (1626-8). After settling in 
Amsterdam, in 1630, Serrarius developed his own theology of the invalidity 
of constituted Churches, and of a hidden true Church of Christ which would 
ultimately transform the world and introduce a glorious new era:” 

The ideas of Boreel and Serrarius lent themselves to the Millenarian 
speculative concerns which became increasingly characteristic of the north- 
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ern European ‘Third Force’ m the 1640s and 1650s. While Serrarius 
evidently moved further in this direction than Boreel, the latter too 
frequented Millenarian circles and his -writings..were read in Millenarian 
terms by his allies. A close associate of Boreel and Serrarius was the 
Dutch-Scottish Millenarian John Dury (1596-1680), who spent long periods 
in Cologne and other German cities, as well as in Holland and Britain. He 
too was a key figure.in ‘Third Force’ circles in the Republic. In the winter 
of 1635 he had a long meeting with Descartes at which he strove to conquer 
the latter’s scepticism, as he had his own, with his ‘infallible way of 
interpreting’ Scripture.’”> Dury failed to impress Descartes; but his: method 
of construing biblical passages, and passion for fusing theology with science 
and philosophy to form an integrated, triumphant whole, along similar lines 
to Boreel, influenced many in the United Provinces and Germany as well as 
Britain. Dury and Serrarius shared with. Boreel a mystical conception of 
science which included an abiding fascination with alchemistic experiment 
and strange medical remedies.” Science for these men meant revealing the 
hidden truths of nature, with the help of chemistry, a process akin to 
uncovering, ‘by means of profound but elusive methodologies, the secrets of 
spiritual truth and divine Revelation. 

The passion for alchemy which transcended faiths and political barriers 
infusing the souls of many prominent personalities in seventeenth-century 
Europe—not least Leopold Wilhelm, governor-general of the Spanish 
Netherlands in the years 1647-56, who turned Brussels for a time into a 
noted centre of..alchemistic endeavour—was a central element in the 
religious and scientific-outlook of the Boreelists and their allies. Alchemy 
lay at the heart, for instance, of the friendship between Serrarius and the 
dissident Brabanter Franciscus Mercurinus van Helmont (c.1614-98), a 
renowned mystic and alchemist whose reputation spread all over Europe. 
The latter’s father, Johannes Baptista van Helmont (d. 1644), was also a 
leading alchemist whose collected works were published.at Amsterdam in 
1648. Attracted both to Jewish mysticism and the Quakers, the younger Van 
Helmont regularly visited Holland over many years, cultivating Boreel and 
Serrarius and becoming.a stalwart of the world of radical religious dissent, 
mysticism, and pseudoscience. 

‘Leading international figures of the Third Force such as Dury, Van 
Helmont, and the German Samuel Hartlib, who settled in England, acknow- 
ledged that the United Provinces, and especially Amsterdam, had a pivotal 
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part to play in their plans to spread ‘knowledge and spiritual truth, and 
prepare for the glorious day to come, being the world’s general entrepdot not 
only of ships and commerce but also of books, printing, ideas, religions, and 
men who had seen the light. A towering champion of the quest for salvation 
by combining science and a new approach to education with new techniques 
for grasping revealed truth was the Czech refugee polymath and leader of 
the Moravian. Brethren, Jan Amost Comenius (1592-1670). Exiled: and 
traumatized by the Habsburg reconquest of Bohemia-Moravia, Comenius 
spent much of his subsequent life in Poland before permanently settling in 
Holland in 1656. But long before then, his personality, prophetic politics; 
and educational vision, fusing science with revealed truth, were well known 
to the Boreelists and Serrarius.”” Comenius sought to forge a system of 
universal knowledge, a total reintegration of science and faith, again 
rejecting the entire existing order of authority, Churches, and academic 
learning. 

One of Comenius’ key early encounters in Holland, in 1642, was with 
Descartes. He himself describes how he walked together with-Descartes for 
four hours in the countryside. near Leiden. Descartes, who respected 
Comenius’ personality if not his ideas, expounded his philosophy; Comenius 
‘countered with his ‘pansophism’, insisting that ‘all human knowledge which 
is obtained by thought and reflection alone is imperfect’ and that only 
through divine inspiration, and prayer, is a true universal synthesis attain- 
able.” They parted on friendly terms, neither convinced by the other. 
Comenius composed his last, and most ambitious, work, his general 
Consultatio, addressed to humanity, mainly in Amsterdam during the 1660s. 
‘His final resting-place-was in Naarden. 

It is true that Boreelism and the Third Force were, by their nature, a 
fringe phenomenon of the Dutch cultural world of the mid-seventeenth 
century: The hostility of the established Churches, universities, and schools, 
and consequent lack of official backing, saw to that.. Yet it is also true that 
the Third Force was a reflection of some of the most basic impulses within 
the European, including the Dutch, intellectual milieu of the time and, as 
such, an integral and vital factor. Serrarius participated centrally in an 
astounding range of theological and intellectual polemics: He was also, for 
many years, a close associate of Spinoza. Leading theologians of the 
Reformed Church, including two of the Republic’s best-known university 
professors, Johannes Hoornbeek and Samuel Maresius, considered Boreel 
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such a menace that they found it necessary to publish long refutations of 
his ideas. Finally, the Third Force’s chief concern, reconciliation of theo- 
logy, philosophy, and science, albeit in a mystical version, was ultimately a 
variant of the central preoccupation of seventeenth-century Dutch intellec- 
tual life as a whole. 
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viracertet. tle Nimsel* describes haw he walked tagether with Descartes for 

‘ut ours im the countrysnte sear Leiden. Desvarics, who iespectsd 

omantus peoonaliiy th nor his uleas, expauaded cis philusophy, Comenius 
couaverea sith his pansophism |. inesjing deat‘all human knowledge which 
mw bane bY theuellt and refcstion alone iy imperfect’ and thal only 
heath “iame cosyrauen, and prayer. 1s a ‘run anrversal synihesi: attaan- 
ante.’ They parted on friendiy terms. acither convinced by the uther, 
— menage cccaposed his last. and vicst ambitious, work, his genera! 
Luntaiane, address: d to huraanity, mainly my Anisterdam cic ing the 16606. 
Bis erp) eon ingeplece wae on Naurden, 

bow gene tans Toccata oot the Third Force were, by their nature. a 
ftite.c phonomenun Go the Unuiech cuturat world of the micd-seventesnth 
vnigry The dott si oo established Churches, urivers:ttes, and schools, 
arid consequent lnkoo, oTcad backing, «iw to that Yer i is also true that 
the Third Force wos 2 reflection of some of the inost basic impulses within 
the Furepean, inching te Dutch, intellcccual mibeu of the time and, as 
such. a colegral and vita: factor. Senanus parucipated centraily in an 
astounding range of tncolegical and iniellectaal polemics. Me! was alsy, for 
bony yeas, a close asectate of Spino7a Leading theoicgians of the 
Returned Church, meluding two of the Repablic’s best-known university 
erotc- sore Johannes Huo urbess and Samuel Meresius, consdered Boreel 
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The Stadholderate of William II, 1647-1650 
rs 


he stadholderate of William II was brief but of great significance in the 

history of the Republic. For it produced the most severe crisis of the 
Dutch state between 1618 and the fall.of the De Witt regime in 1672. It also 
renewed some of the former ideological intensity of Dutch politics after the 
calmer era of the 1630s and early 1640s. 

Under the stadholderate of Frederik Hendrik, especially after his shift of 
course in 1633, the lines of political and ideological strife in Dutch society 
had, to an extent, become blurred. The Calvinist orthodox abhorred 
Frederik Hendrik’s tolerant policies towards Catholics, Remonstrants, and, 
after 1642, Cartesians, and his willingness to shield these from the zeal of 
the Reformed preachers. But they scorned the ‘libertine’ regents of the 
Holland towns even more and felt bound to support the Stadholder in his 
quarrels with the States party-faction from 1633 onwards. But under 
William II the lines of political confrontation came to correspond, once 
more, as they had under Maurits, to the lines of ideological, and theological, 
strife permeating society and the rival factions in the municipalities and 
provincial assemblies. 

William II first emerged on to the political stage, in 1645, when his father 
was sick and he attempted, backed by the French ambassador, to gain 
command of a field army with which to fight the Spaniards. His father had 
refused to permit this and during his last two field campaigns (1645-6) 
deliberately thwarted his son’s desire for military command.' While relations 
between father and son deteriorated; the Stadholder, increasingly frail, 
began co-operating with Adriaen Pauw and the Bickers, who were now 
effectively directing the Republic. For: his part, William leaned towards 
those amongst his father’s entourage, such as Constantijn Huygens, who 
continued to oppose peace with Spain. After Frederik Hendrik’s death, in 
March 1647, the Orangist court remained divided. The French envoy spoke 


" Kernkamp, Prins Willem IT, 48-9. 


596 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


of a split between ‘la mére [Amalia von Solms] et ceux de son parti’, 
cultivating the interests and prestige of the House of Orange-Nassau, and 
legacy of Frederik Hendrik, in co-operation with the regents, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, ‘le fils et ses dépendans’.? Among other things, the 
young Stadholder and his mother quarrelled bitterly over Frederik Hend- 
rik’s will, including the provision that, should William II die without 
legitimate heir, the whole legacy of the House of Orange-Nassau should pass 
to the line of his eldest sister Louise Henriette, wife of the Elector of 
Brandenburg.’ At the same time, Amalia backed the moves towards peace 
with Spain whereas her son made no secret of his hostility to the pending 
treaty. 

Though the Prince’s haughty and irascible temperament showed clearly 
from the outset, initially he lacked the standing, never having commanded 
ini the field, to exert much impact on the Republic’s political course. 
Holland’s dominance in 1647-8 looked unchallengeable. It was hard to 
guess, at that time, that within two years the Stadholder would be able to 
mobilize a powerful coalition against the Holland regents, bringing the 
Republic to the brink of civil war. 

During the final stages of the Minster peace negotiations, the main 
opposition to Holland sprang not from the Orangist camp but provinces 
and quarters where local vested interests preferred to prolong:the war.‘ In 
particular, Zeeland, fearful that peace-would:destroy her transit trade with 
the south Netherlands, as in:1609,. and Utrecht, stubbornly resisted. The 
States of Utrecht, dominated by the Counter-Remonstrant city, held. that 
the Generality’s plenipotentiaries had failed :to extract sufficient concessions 
from Philip IV, especially regarding the Meierij, Overmaas, and Roermond 
quarter, and the WIC, and that, besides, the Republic should stick to its 
treaty obligations and not proceed until France had settled her differences 
with Spain.’ This line of thinking found: favour also in: parts of Gelderland, 
where the quarters were, as usual, deeply divided, with Zutphen opposing 
and Nijmegen supporting Holland, and the Arnhem. quarter split.® 

The final act of the Minster peace saga-—ratification of the seventy-nine 
articles of the treaty-—took place at:The Hague, and Minster, during the 
spring of 1648. Five provinces: voted: to ratify, against the advice of the 
Stadholder, on 4 April, but it was felt that with two provinces still opposed 
this did not suffice, given the momentousness of the decision. The. Holland 
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regents brought pressure to bear on the States of Utrecht and: its members, 
not least the town of Amersfoort. Finally Utrecht yielded, and the peace 
was signed by six provinces, over the continuing objections of Zeeland. 
Unable to influence the.proceedings, William II deliberately absented himself 
from The Hague -at critical moments in the tussle,-so that his political 
impotence should be less obvious.’ Zeeland had eventually to fall. in line, 
publishing the peace with Spain a few weeks after the other provinces. 

The ensuing peace festivities could be, and were, seen as in part signifying 
Holland’s triumph over the House of Orange and the province’s newly won 
leadership of. the Republic. A celebratory medal, issued at Amsterdam, 
proclaimed the superiority of peace over martial glory, carrying the deliber- 
ately. ambiguous inscription, Pax una.triumphis innumeris potior, widely 
construed as a snub to the dead Frederik Hendrik. The regents now openly 
praised Oldenbarnevelt and there was talk of politics having come full circle, 
since 1618, with the principles of the States of Holland being again in the 
ascendant. An. anonymous account of the life of Oldenbarnevelt, published 
in 1648, was dedicated to the Rotterdam magistracy because, the author 
explained; Rotterdam had, since 1618, been the city which had most 
resolutely defended ‘freedom of conscience’.® 

Only. gradually did it emerge that Holland was not, after all, firmly in the 
saddle. This was partly due to the formidable influence of the stadholderate. 
But the causes of the Dutch political crisis of 1649-50 also lie in tensions 
within Holland, and between the provinces,. which ultimately enabled 
William II to divide Holland and rally the rest against her. Some of these 
stresses were economic in character. If commerce and industry in Holland 
benefited from the economic effects of the peace (see pp. 610-12 below), this 
is by no means true of the other provinces. Zeeland, just as in 1609, suffered 
an immediate and severe slump because, as the States of Zeeland explained, 
‘all trade and commerce on the Schelde, Sas; and: Zwijn. [the waterways 
linking Zeeland with Bruges, Ghent, and Antwerp] diminish more and 
more, every day, being diverted to the Flemish seaports’.? For the lifting of 
the naval blockade of the Flemish coast again made possible the provision- 
ing of the south with salt, wine, fish, grain, and Baltic naval stores from 
Holland and, by means-.of the Hollanders’ ships, direct from the Baltic, 
bypassing Zeeland and the Scheldt estuary. Meanwhile, the swingeing cuts 
in garrisons and military spending spread recession throughout the great arc 
of the inland defensive ring, from Delfzijl to Sluis. Holland’s failure to 
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rescue the WIC from its now disastrous plight in Brazil was an added 
grievance, especially in Zeeland and Groningen,” provinces where invest- 
ment in the company was proportionately higher than in Holland. 

Resentment generated by these contrary shifts was then aggravated by a 
run of wretched harvests due to cold, wet summers, followed by soaring 
bread prices, a phenomenon which affected the whole of Europe. For the 
poor artisan, feeding his family chiefly on bread, living standards slipped 
sharply in the years 1648-50 to one of the lowest points of the seventeenth 
century. The setback was no less marked, albeit much shorter, than that 
experienced by the working man during the recession of 1621-31."' Several 
contemporary pamphlets proclaimed the high food prices, and. dismal 
weather, signs of God’s displeasure at the ungodly peace of Miinster. 
Antoine Brun, Spain’s first ambassador to the United Provinces, reported, 
in February 1650, that the growing instability and potential for unrest in the 
Dutch body politic was mainly due neither to the Stadholder, nor the 
military element, but to the gente mecdnica, ordinary artisans stirred up by 
the preachers.’? Repeating this in a report to Madrid, a month later, he 
noted that most ordinary Dutch folk considered themselves worse off now 
than during the war because bread prices were now considerably higher." 
Similarly, the historian Aitzema considered the common populace a key 
element in the Dutch constitutional crisis of 1650. He stressed that outside 
Holland the common folk were generally opposed to Holland and that 
inside Holland opinion was deeply divided.'* 

Another factor was the exasperation of the Calvinist orthodox.'* The most 
vehemently anti-Holland pamphlets published in 1649-50 were often written 
by hardline preachers who openly attributed the high cost of bread, 
economic collapse in Zeeland, and débdcle in Brazil to God’s wrath with the 
regents for failing to support the public Church sufficiently and for their 
ungodly tolerance of Catholicism and Protestant dissent. 

At this point several issues mired relations between the regents and the 
Church. One source of acrimony was the limited progress of the Reforma- 
tion in the Generality.Lands—a major issue in the aftermath of the 
Dutch-Spanish peace. During the Minster negotiations, Spain had tried to 
surrender only ‘temporal sovereignty’ over the Meierij, the largest chunk of 
territory annexed to the Republic, seeking to protect the region’s 300 
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churches, monasteries, and convents and their lands and revenues," and it 
is likely that the Holland regents would have acquiesced in this were it not 
for the outcry in the other provinces and from the Church. ‘Absolute 
sovereignty’ was eventually conceded and, with the peace ratified, the 
attempted Protestantization of the Meierij began.” 

The main effort to Protestantize not only the Meierij, but also the other 
annexed areas and Lingen, began only in 1648 because previously, with the 
war in progress, it had been impossible for Reformed preachers to operate 
outside fortified places held by Dutch troops. To promote the Reformation 
in the newly acquired territories the States General accepted the advice of 
the provincial synods not to create new synodal bodies but to place the 
Generality Lands under the existing synods.'* Thus, States Flanders and 
Bergen-op-Zoom remained under the Synod of Zeeland, and the barony of 
Breda under South Holland, while the Meierij was split into two classes 
both assigned to the Synod: of Gelderland. To ensure that Protestantization 
in the Generality Lands proceeded on a common basis as a collective 
undertaking of the Seven Provinces—which jointly exercised sovereignty in 
the region through the States General—a steering committee of repre- 
sentatives from all the provincial synods was set up. 

Institutionally, the Reformation in the Generality Lands now proceeded 
briskly. In the Meierij the States General confiscated all 300 Catholic 
churches and cloisters, seizing their revenues and stripping them of altars 
and images.'? The main churches were whitewashed and reinaugurated for 
Reformed worship. Consistories were established, Reformed bibles and 
catechisms replaced Catholic books in schools and civic libraries, and 
Catholic schoolmasters were removed. The first fourteen Reformed prea- 
chers installed by the Generality, in the Meierij, were in residence within 
weeks of the signing of the peace. Their number had risen to thirty-six by 
late 1648 and fifty-two by late 1649.” This was close to the maximum ever 
achieved; for at its height, in the eighteenth century, the Reformed Church 
in the Meierij never totalled more than sixty preachers. At the same time, 
the States General installed fifty-one Reformed schoolmasters to run the 
Meierij’s schools. 

Similar changes took place in the other recently secured Generality Lands, 
except Maastricht and the Overmaas, where Catholic worship was guaran- 
teed by the States General’s placard of 1632 and the Catholic Church 
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remained intact. The transformation gained added impetus where the 
Stadholder wielded special influence. For Frederik Hendrik had been 
notably lenient towards the Catholics in his own domains. William II, who 
was notoriously dissolute, was anything but a Calvinist in life-style; but, 
unlike his father, made a point of aligning with the public Church, seeing 
the Calvinist orthodox as a valuable buttress to his authority. No sooner 
was ‘peace concluded than the Prince instructed the drost of Breda to 
proceed ‘immediately, without delay, to strip the churches of all images and 
papist adornment’ and install Reformed preachers in the barony-outside the 
town.”! Before 1648, Reformed preachers in the Generality Lands were 
unable to operate outside the walls of the garrison towns. Consequently, 
despite the predominant Dutch presence from the 1590s until 1625,. and 
again between 1637. and 1648, the Reformation in most of the barony of 
Breda and lordship of Steenbergen (see Map 10) effectively began only in 
1648. The same was true. around Hulst, Sas van Gent, and.the other newly 
annexed districts of States Flanders. William II also promoted the Refor- 
mation in his county of Lingen, instructing his drost, Rutger van Haersolte, 
to remove the Catholic priests (whom his father had permitted to remain), 
strip the churches, and install Reformed preachers.” Since Lingen, a 
predominantly Catholic area, was wedged between the two main parts of 
the prince-bishopric of Miinster, where the Counter-Reformation was now 
fully victorious, the changes in Lingen added to the tension between 
Reformed and Catholics throughout the eastern side of the Republic, and 
between the Republic and the prince-bishop.”? | 

But it soon emerged that seizing churches, installing Reformed preachers, 
and introducing the States Bible and Reformed schools, would not suffice 
to change the religion of regions assiduously re-Catholicized since the late 
sixteenth century by the Counter-Reformation offensive in the Spanish 
Netherlands and territory of the prince-bishop. The end of the. fighting 
signalled the arrival of the Reformation in the unfortified towns and villages 
of the Generality Lands, but was also a signal for Catholic priests to return 
from Catholic-held areas, and re-establish their authority over villagers and 
townsfolk; and for the local populace to bring out from hiding their holy 
objects and images and rebuild their religious culture.*4 Reductions of 
garrisons and military patrols only encouraged these tendencies. 

This Protestant failure in the Generality Lands generated intense frustra- 
tion within the public Church throughout the United Provinces. The 
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Reformed synods took the view that the Reformation in the newly secured 
regions would only succeed if the States General adopted tougher measures, 
arguing that the: Republic could not afford to see the Catholic Church 
triumph in the extensive, and strategically vital, .areas concerned. In June 
1648, the States General published a placard banning the entry of Catholic 
priests into the Generality Lands.*5 Spain protested that this violated the 
terms. of the peace which guaranteed freedom of movement between the 
territory of the two sides. As the pressure of the synods for stronger methods 
increased, a reaction set in among the Holland regents who disliked the way 
the synods were determining policy in the Generality Lands, their pressure 
for coercion, and the negative effect on relations with Spain. A key issue was 
the proposal, backed by the synods, to exclude Catholics from all posts, 
municipal or administrative, in the Generality Lands. The measure was 
supported by several lesser provinces but opposed in the States of Holland. 
The majority in that assembly rejected the measure, against the advice of 
the Stadholder and also of Leiden and Haarlem.” 

In their exasperation, orthodox Calvinists turned to the Prince of Orange, 
who was more than willing to respond.”? When the Catholics of Breda 
petitioned the Prince to mitigate the anti-Catholic offensive in the barony, 
he pointedly refused, for which he was extolled by hardline preachers, such 
as Jacobus Stermond, at The Hague, as the ‘protector’ of the Reformed 
Church, a pious hero who wanted no part of his father’s leniency towards 
Catholics.” But such gestures also whetted the appetite for more. At 
Middelburg, Maximilian Teellinck published an appeal to the Prince, in 
1650, urging him not just to be the champion of the Reformation in Breda 
and the Meierij, but to initiate a new stage of Reformation throughout the 
Republic—a reforming of society, morality, and politics and elimination of 
the power of the ‘Arminian’ regents of Holland to ‘control consistories, and 
choose preachers in their towns’, the method by which they diluted the 
Church’s influence and the ‘exercise of discipline’.*? Those preachers who 
fervently lauded William II invariably denounced the ‘Arminians’ dominat- 
ing the States of Holland, not least Burgomaster Andries Bicker, of 
Amsterdam, whom they accused of ‘impudently’ obstructing the ‘most 
necessary Reformation in the Meierij of Den Bosch’.® 
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In Holland, even strident opponents of toleration, such as ‘Stermond, or 
passionate Orangists, such as Johannes Goethals, preacher at Delft for 
thirty-three years (1640-73), who had led the prayers at Frederik Hendrik’s 
death-bed, were obliged, when preaching, to refrain from openly criticizing 
the regents. But preachers outside Holland, where the secular authority was 
on their side, could go further.*' One of the most outspoken was Abraham 
van de Velde, who in a series of sermons delivered in Utrecht cathedral 
openly disparaged the Holland regents, denouncing the peace of Miinster as 
a ‘damned peace’,.and violation of the Republic’s undertakings, so displeas- 
ing to the Almighty that it had rained incessantly ever since.” . 


TABLE 27. The size of the Dutch standing army, 


1642-1661 

Year Infantry Cavalry Total 
1642 (over 70,000) 
1643 53,480 6,950 60,430 
1647 (proposed) 34,550 4,250 38,800 
1648 30,790 4,340 35,130 
1650 26,250 3,000 29,250 - 
1661 21,790 2,605 24,395 


Source. Ten Raa and De Bas, Het Staatsche leger, iv. 158 and 
Vv. 407, 409, 441-4. 


Against this background of economic restructuring, slump in the lesser 
provinces, falling living-standards for the ordinary man, and frustrated 
Reformation in the Generality Lands, the quarrel which developed between 
Holland and the Stadholder over further army cuts became one of crucial 
significance even though previously, in the years 1646-8, much larger 
reductions had already taken place (see Table 27) than were being argued 
over in 1649-50. The debate about the size of the army and levels of 
Generality military expenditure had continued uninterruptedly, since 1646. 
Shortly before his death, in 1647, Frederik Hendrik had urged the States 
General to agree to fix the future peacetime standing army at 39,000 men, 
over half the troop-strength on the Generality’s payroll in 1642. But Pauw, 
Bicker, and the inner circle of the States of Holland wanted a considerably 
smaller force. By 1648, the army was down to 35,000 men; but the Holland 
regents considered this still too high and pressed for further reductions. 
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Disagreement became confrontation during 1649, with Holland demand- 
ing that the army be reduced to 26,000.** The Prince answered that the 
Republic’s territory was now. considerably larger than in 1609 and that, 
accordingly, more troops were required to garrison the now fifteen fortified 
towns and thirty-three forts constituting the Republic’s outer defensive ring. 
Cuts of the order urged by: Holland, he insisted, would jeopardize the 
security of the state. During early 1649, both sides compromised, largely 
closing the gap. But, in the Summer, deadlock resumed. The army was now 
down to 29,250 men, its lowest level-since 1590. The remaining disparity 
between what. the two sides proposed had shrunk to a mere few hundred 
men.* But neither side would concede anything more. 

Clearly, the real issue now. was not the size of the army, but who 
controlled the Republic. The constitutional question whether Holland, as a 
‘sovereign’ province, had the right, under the Union of Utrecht, to dissolve 
those'elements of the army for.which she paid, without the agreement of the 
Generality, raised the most fundamental issues.** If a province could disband 
army units on its répartition unilaterally, disregarding the States General, 
Raad van State, and Stadholder, then the authority of each of these was no 
longer remotely what it had been in Frederik Hendrik’s day. Furthermore, 
while regents normally referred to the. United Provinces as a whole as ‘this 
state’, during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and it had (unde- 
niably) hitherto been a ‘state’, if henceforth each province could raise and 
disband troops, then it would not be a state any longer but a collection of 
‘states’” This:message was spelt out in several Orangist pamphlets. 

The constitutional dimension mattered greatly not only to the provincial 
political élites, Generality. bureaucracy, and Stadholder, but also to the 
army, navy, public Church, and common populace. As the fiery preacher 
Abraham van de Velde observed, if Grotius was right, and: each province 
was fully ‘sovereign’, then each province would be free to go its own way not 
only in-military matters, and expenditure, but also church policy. ‘States’ 
party ideas of provincial sovereignty implied the overturning of the National 
Synod of Dordrecht, and. the whole concept of a public Church, maintained 
by the Union, with the Catholic. Church suppressed on a common basis, 
throughout the provinces and Generality Lands.* For this reason, above all, 
Grotius’. doctrine was reviled. by the orthodox Calvinist bloc. 
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By the summer of 1649, it was clear that the balance within the Dutch 
body politic was beginning to tilt against the regents. William II had already 
decided, in the autumn of 1649, many months before he launched his coup 
d'état, to use the army to break Holland and secure control of the state. As 
early as October 1649, he confided to the Frisian Stadholder, Willem 
Frederik, his intention, should Holland proceed unilaterally, to dissolve 
army units, to stage a coup to save the Union and his authority.*? Willem 
Frederik’s journal shows that the Stadholder counted not only on the 
support of the six lesser provinces but on a widening rift within Holland. 
Dividing Holland was, indeed, the. only basis on which there could be an 
enduring transformation of power relationships within the Republic. This 
was the lesson of Maurits’s coup and the secret of Frederik Hendrik’s 
authority until the mid-1640s. William II calculated that, in fact, only six 
Holland towns were sufficiently. committed to the new principles to stand up 
to him in a. real contest—Amsterdam, Dordrecht, Delft, Haarlem, Hoorn, 
and Medemblik. When it came to a trial of strength, he ‘predicted, the 
Holland ridderschap and around seven Holland towns would rally to him.” 
He already planned, in the autumn of 1649, to paralyse the States party-fac- 
tion, by arresting those regents he regarded as the backbone of the States 
party-faction. Already then he named nine prominent men he planned to 
seize, among them four Amsterdammers—Adriaen Pauw, Andries and 
Cornelis Bicker, and Anthonie Oetgens van Waveren. 

Originally, the two Stadholders intended to act in the spring of 1650. But 
they recognized the need to stage their coup at the most favourable juncture, 
mobilizing maximum support and.creating as much disarray as possible 
within Holland. William II saw the crucial importance: of the common 
people in the unfolding drama, expecting to discredit the regents, and incite 
the populace against them, with a barrage of propaganda pamphlets.*' Only 
‘when the population was thoroughly aroused, and the regents intimidated, 
would the Prince employ troops. to surprise Amsterdam and seize his 
opponents. A bizarre feature of the plan ‘was the intention to station a force 
‘at Texel to block any attempt by the English Parliamentary regime to send 
a fleet through to Amsterdam, to save the States party-faction. William II’s 
declared aims were to restore his authority as Stadholder, subdue Holland, 
and purge the ‘Arminian’, pro-regent preachers at Amsterdam, replacing 
them with Orangist orthodox, who could be relied upon to persuade the 
people to support his authority. 
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Few people knew of the conspiracy. But it was obvious, not least to the 
Spanish council of state, in Madrid, that the Republic was engulfed in a 
crisis capable, like that in: England, of leading to civil war, and that, should 
William II-triumph, he would repudiate the treaty of Minster, align with 
France (and the English royalists), and bridle Amsterdam, the chief backer 
and guarantor of the Dutch-Spanish peace. A decision was thus taken. in 
Madrid that, should matters come to extremes, or civil war, inthe Republic, 
the regime in Brussels would do what it could to.assist Holland against the 
rest. 

The Prince seized every opportunity to step up the psychological pressure. 
Blame for the deteriorating situation in Netherlands Brazil, which was 
causing rising indignation in Zeeland, Groningen, and Utrecht, was pinned 
firmly on Holland.“ The irascible admiral Witte de With, who besides his 
humble social origins held anti-Orangist views, was arrested, with several of 
his captains, for. sailing back from the stricken colony, with part of the fleet 
with which he had been sent out, before receiving orders to do so from the 
States General and Stadholder. Several of his captains were locked up, on 
Orange’s orders, by the admiralty college in Amsterdam, incensing the 
burgomasters, who insisted that no one could be arrested in Amsterdam 
except by the city magistracy and promptly released the prisoners. Witte de 
With himself, however, remained a prisoner of the Stadholder at The Hague. 

_More than a little unscrupulous was Orange’s instigating in July 1650, a 
month before his coup, the publication of a forged document, purporting to 
be a secret pact between Amsterdam and the Parliament of England under 
which, in case of civil war in the United Provinces, England would send a 
fleet and 10,000 troops to help Holland fight the Stadholder and Gener- 
ality.“4 This was one of several propaganda publications of 1650 directly 
sponsored by the Stadholder and his entourage. . 

During the weeks previous to Holland’s vote to proceed with unilateral 
disbandment of army units intense pressure was bought to bear on waverers 
by both sides. Amsterdam was accused of going beyond accepted practice 
in influencing other Holland towns, both to stiffen resolve, at Dordrecht, 
and sway divided towns such as Haarlem, Gouda, and Schiedam.*’ Mean- 
while, as predicted, the rift within Holland widened. In April, Orange 
assured Willem Frederik that Amsterdam and Dordrecht now barely 
commanded a majority of the States; having only ten votes against nine. 
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This was close to the mark and, without Amsterdam’s leaning on Haarlem 
and Schiedam, the critical resolution would .not have passed at all. 
William’s forecast of October 1649 proved remarkably accurate. The vote 
to disband, of May 1650, passed by only eleven votes to eight, with the 
ridderschap and seven towns—Leiden, Rotterdam, Enkhuizen, Gouda, 
Hoorn, Gorcum, and Schoonhoven—against. 

Shortly afterwards, the Gecommitteerde Raden dispatched. letters of dis- 
bandment to the captains of twelve cavalry, and thirty-one infantry, 
companies on Holland’s list. The next day Prince and Raad van State 
informed the States General they had instructed all army captains to ignore 
orders from any particular province and obey only the commands of the 
States General and the Stadholder as. captain-general of the Union. A 
critical decision was then taken in the States General by five provinces to 
two—over the protests of Holland and Gelderland—authorizing the Prince 
to enter, at the head of a Generality commission, every Holland town which 
had voted for unilateral disbandment, for the purpose of compelling these 
towns to accept that their resolution violated the terms of the Union, and 
was invalid, and to agree to adhere henceforth to the ‘accepted’ procedures 
of the state’. 

Orange sought to exploit this procedure of a grand Generality visitation 
to display his authority, power, and popularity and, by visibly mobilizing 
the public behind him, force the Holland regents to give in. It was a key 
instance, in the early modern context, of an attempt to use the common 
populace as the decisive instrument of politics. But, in Holland, the people 
were less solidly behind the Prince than elsewhere. He enjoyed some success 
at Dordrecht, the first town‘ visited, where the guilds were traditionally 
Orangist. The Stadholder entered a city gripped by tension, with the regents 
thoroughly intimidated, accompanied by Generality representatives and an 
entourage of 400 nobles and troops. His right-hand-man.Alexander van der 
Capellen, of the Zutphen ridderschap, a fervent champion of both Orangism 
and Calvinist orthodoxy, read out the Prince’s address to the assembled 
vroedschap making abundantly clear the Prince’s displeasure with Dordrecht 
in particular and Holland im general. 

After Dordrecht, though, the inexorable build-up of pressure which the 
Stadholder intended failed to materialize. Delft agreed to admit the Prince, 
and hear his address, out of respect for his person, but refused to admit his 
military escort. Amsterdam sent word that Orange would be received in his 
capacity as Stadholder but not as the head of a Generality visitation, which 
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Holland had voted against.“ The Prince entered Amsterdam to find the 
entire civic militia out on parade and the burgomasters refusing to allow 
him to read his address. He was so incensed he stormed: out of the city 
without stopping to partake of the banquet prepared in his honour. 

The Prince staged his coup, ignoring Holland’s last-minute attempt at 
compromise, on 30 July 1650. His officers arrested six principal regents, in 
the name of the States General, at the Binnenhof, including Burgomaster 
Jacob de Witt (father of Johan de Witt) of Dordrecht, and Albert Ruyl, 
Pensionary of Haarlem. Troops were deployed, to ensure calm, in The 
Hague..Meanwhile, 12,000 troops of the States General’s army, drawn from 
garrisons in Gelderland and commanded by Willem Frederik, converged, 
during the night, on Amsterdam. They were already very close when the 
burgomasters were alerted by a routine postal courier who rode past the 
soldiery on his way in from Hamburg. Just in time the city gates were closed 
and the civic guard called out. Willem Frederik did not attempt to force his 
way in. The troops camped outside, awaiting the Stadholder. The episode 
certainly had its farcical side. Yet, despite the failure to surprise the city, the 
Prince could now negotiate from a position of strength. The outcome 
demonstrated that he was now master in the state.” His two arch-oppo- 
nents—Andries and Cornelis Bicker—were purged from the vroedschap, and 
the city undertook to cancel Holland’s disbandment orders and accept new 
troop and spending levels to be agreed by the Seven Provinces together, in 
the States General. Once Amsterdam had yielded, the Stadholder, and his 
troops, departed. 

In justification of his coup, the Prince dispatched letters to the provincial 
assemblies, and major town councils, outside Holland.* In the lesser 
provinces, opinion was generally favourable. A good part of the population 
evidently nurtured feelings of envy and grievance if not outright antagonism 
towards Amsterdam. Van Lodenstein, a leader of the Further Reformation, 
at Utrecht, expressed joy at Amsterdam’s humiliation.*' The Prince was 
pleased by the sycophantic replies which he received, especially the congra- 
tulations of the States of Zeeland.** Nevertheless, some of the political élites 
outside Holland hinted their unease over what the Prince had done, even 
disapproval. At Zutphen, a stronghold of Orangism and orthodox Calvin- 
ism, support for the coup against Amsterdam was less than wholehearted 
and some even ventured to criticize: Van der Capellen for participating in 
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the Prince’s visitation when’ his own province had voted. against the 
procedure. 

The pamphlet war continued unrelentingly.** The year 1650, together with 
1618 and. 1672,:were:. the three peak years of the Golden Age for both 
quantity and vehemence of political and theologico-political tracts issuing 
from the Dutch presses. Much of the argument was. about provincial 
sovereignty, the States party-faction maintaining, in the spirit of Grotius 
and Oldenbarnevelt, that sovereignty in the United Provinces resided in the 
individual provinces alone, Orangists and Voetians that the provinces, when 
joining together in the Union, had each.surrendered. part of their sover- 
eignty, creating a ‘supreme and general sovereignty’—what modern writers 
would call a federal government. Orangists and Voetians took the view 
that this ‘general sovereignty’ lodged in the States General or, in some cases, 
in the Generality defined as the ‘States General together with his Illustrious 
Highness’. Abraham van de Velde, like other Further Reformation ideo- 
logues, insisted that the United Provinces were a ‘sovereign republic’ under 
which lodged the ‘particular sovereignty of each province’.*> Not without 
justification, Orangists ridiculed States party ideologues’ love of citing the 
Swiss Confederacy as a (defensive) league of sovereign cantons comparable 
to.the United Provinces. The Swiss example at this time attracted the States 
party bloc—and later Pieter de la Court and Huber—because the Swiss had 
a States General too but one wielding little power, the sovereignty of the 
individual cantons remaining unchallengeable. Orangists dismissed Switzer- 
land as irrevelant since the Swiss maintained no large, standing army, or 
‘navy, and each canton had a separate religious policy, whereas in the Dutch 
State all provinces were obliged to maintain the same public Church, on-the 
basis of the Acts of the Synod of Dordrecht. Orangists agreed that the 
United Provinces formed a republic. They denied that the Stadholder was a 
monarchical figure, incompatible with the. institutions of a true republic, 
arguing that there was an inherent need for an ‘eminent head’, and that the 
Dutch state shared this feature with Venice and Genoa, which likewise each 
had its ‘doge’.5© Endorsement, and condemnation, of Grotius abounded, 
serving (as also later) asa kind of ideological shorthand, enabling pamph- 
leteers and commentators to indicate, in.a word, their stance on a whole 
complex of political, ecclesiastical, and theological questions. 

With his coup, William II demonstrably altered the balance of power in 
the Republic, much as Maurits had done in 1618. Over the next months the 
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States of Holland remained quiescent. The Prince held the six regents he had 
arrested at Loevestein, where Grotius had once been incarcerated. There 
was no further opposition to his fixing troop-levels, military expenditure, or 
making decisions in foreign policy. The Prince used his power to draw closer 
to France and create tension with Spain.*’ He also tightened the screw on 
his regent opponents, among other steps instigating a States General 
enquiry into the conduct of the Dutch plenipotentiaries at Miinster, to 
determine whether they had accepted bribes from Spain. Recalling Olden- 
barnevelt’s fate, Pauw was now a deeply worried man. He implored the 
Spanish ambassador that letters from, or concerning, himself in the keeping 
of Spanish ministers be closely guarded and that when referring to him, 
Spanish officials mention him not ‘with praise but with much indifference’. 

But whatever his ultimate intentions, the young Stadholder died too soon 
to consolidate the change he had brought about. For several months, the 
‘good patriots’, as the Orangists, and devout Calvinists, called themselves, 
were in euphoric mood. But the euphoria was cut short. In October 1650, 
William II camie down with a fever which turned out to be smallpox. He 
died, at the Hague, on 6 November. To many Reformed, who believed in 
divine intervention on behalf of State and Church, the totally unexpected 
loss of their adored Prince was as devastating as it was inexplicable. A mood 
of shock and dismay persisted for months. For, with his death, the new 
political order, and prospects for the public Church, so lately established 
and seemingly firm, at once collapsed. Suddenly, the States party-faction 
were again at the helm. The First Stadholderless era had begun. As 
consolation, Orangists had only the birth, in December 1650, of William II’s 
longed-for son, William III, a birth gratefully celebrated among large 
sections of the public (see PLATE 16). 
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THE ECONOMY’ 


| D ines changes in economic life set in in the late 1640s resulting from 
a general restructuring of overseas commerce and navigation. In the 
years around 1647, the Dutch-Spanish conflict ceased, and a new phase, 
Phase Four (1647-72) of Dutch world trade primacy, began, involving vast 
shifts in the pattern of maritime commerce which, in turn, had ramifications 
for all aspects of the Dutch economy, society, and culture.’ Since 1621, 
during Phase Three, Dutch overseas trade had lapsed into recession (1621~ 
32) and then recovered in the 1630s, albeit without regaining some strands 
of the ‘rich trades’ lost after 1621. Overall, the period 1621-47 was one of 
hesitant growth, the setbacks in European trade being compensated for, on 
the one hand, by the demand for Dutch-supplied provisions of all kinds in 
Germany and the south Netherlands and, on the other, by the gains in 
colonial commerce. 

The new phase in Dutch commerce and navigation was chiefly shaped by 
the transformation of the international situation at the end of the Thirty and 
Eighty Years Wars, in 1646-8. The principal determinants of the general 
restructuring were the lifting of the Spanish embargoes (1647), the end of 
the Flemish privateering campaign against Dutch shipping (1646), the ces- 
sation of Dutch-Spanish hostilities in the New World (1647), a sustained 
and steep drop in Dutch freight charges and marine insurance rates, 
the lifting of the Dutch naval blockade of the Flemish coast (1647), and the 
conclusion of fighting, and disbandment of armies, in Germany and 
the north Netherlands. 

While Dutch Baltic bulk freightage, and also Dutch agriculture, were 
adversely affected, the main consequence of the general restructuring of the 
late 1640s was a rapid revitalization and diversification of the Dutch ‘rich 
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trades’, and supporting industries, at the expense especially of the English, 
Hanseatics, and Venice. Amsterdam resumed her former direct commerce 
with Spain, using her many advantages in commodities, shipping, and 
freight rates, and her financial power, to dominate large sections of it, 
including the remitting of Spain’s subsidies to the south Netherlands and 
the carrying of Spain’s wool and dyestuff exports, all of which had (since 
1630) previously been inthe hands of the English. Simultaneously, there was 
a strong revival of Amsterdam’s Italian and Levant trades, rooted in the fall 
in freight rates, and greater security of Dutch shipping entering the 
Mediterranean, helped by the Venetian—Turkish War. of 1645-69, which 
paralysed Venetian navigation in the Levant, enabling the Dutch to capture 
much of Venice’s former intermediary role. Furthermore, the Dutch could 
now participate on a large scale in the official Spanish transatlantic trade, 
via Cadiz; to Spanish America and, also in the late 1640s, captured a 
commanding position (for the time being) in Caribbean navigation, assisted 
by the English Civil War, which disrupted trade between London and the 
English Caribbean colonies. The great impetus imparted, from 1647;‘to the 
Spanish, Spanish-American, Levant, and Caribbean trades in turn gave 
Amsterdam commercial control over a range of key raw materials, including 
Spanish wool, Turkish mohair, Spanish-American dyestuffs, mercury from 
Venetian Dalmatia, and Caribbean sugar, strongly reinforcing those Dutch 
industries geared to exporting high-value goods. This then, in turn, trans- 
lated into a deeper Dutch penetration of other major European markets 
such as France and Russia. The further strengthening of the Dutch trade 
with northern Russia after 1650, for.example, was essentially a by-product 
of the general bolstering of the Dutch overseas trading system and of 
Holland’s industries.” 

The expansion of the ‘rich trades’ from the late 1640s, and their conti- 
nuing prosperity down to the early eighteenth century, is indeed fundamen- 
tal to any proper understanding of the Dutch Golden Age. For practically 
every single Dutch export industry of importance in ‘the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries (except for salt-refining and Leiden ‘new draperies’) was 
at its height from the late 1640s down to the early—or in some cases the 
middle of the—eighteenth century, industrial performance being directly, 
and integrally, linked to the ‘rich trade’ framework. Thus, production of fine 
cloth, which was of much greater value, and employed many more people, 
than the cheap ‘new drapery’ branches, increased in the 1640s and 1650s, as 
did output of camlets, a very valuable product, silks, cottons, and Dutch 
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fine linen.? Whale oil processed in Holland, Delftware, paper-making, 
tobacco-spinning, sail-canvas, Gouda pipes, and:a host of others-were only 
just beginning to attain real importance by the (late) 1640s, and. sugar-refi- 
ning, though already flourishing before, expanded further after the 1640s.* 
‘The story was the same with the tile industry, which expanded steadily in 
the first half of the seventeenth century, was at its height during the second 
half, and remained prosperous down to the early eighteenth.> 

The changes of the late 1640s, structural changes. resulting from ‘shifts in 
international relations but reinforced by a range of economic factors, led to 
a fundamental restructuring of Dutch overseas commerce and export-orien- 
tated industry. But the same changes also had a profound effect on the 
inland economy, though here the results were of a very different sort. The 
strengthening and expansion of Dutch commerce and industry from the late 
1640s chiefly affected Holland, plus the inland tobacco-growing areas and 
(somewhat later) the textile districts of Twenthe and the Meierij. By 
contrast, the reducing of the fixed garrisons, and decay of the Zeeland 
transit traffic to the south Netherlands, which were just as much consequen- 
ces of the end of the Eighty and Thirty Years Wars as the expansion of the 
‘rich trades’ and industry, depressed the economy of much of the Republic’s 
periphery and Zeeland. The result was a drastic widening of the gap in 
vitality between most of Holland—and some other areas—on the one hand, 
and large segments of the periphery, on the other,.a gap of economic 
structures and prosperity which was to have profound consequences for 
social life and also politics and culture. 

The acceleration at the core, and general reversal of activity on. the 
periphery, were both rooted in the peace process concluding the Eighty and 
Thirty Years Wars. Previously, since the 1590s, the outer ring of fortress 
towns and forts, stretching from Delfzijl, in the north-east, to Sluis, in the 
south-west, constituted a main source of economic vitality around the outer 
rim of the Republic...Until the mid-1640s army garrisons constituted a 
sizeable proportion, and often the majority, of the population of the 
strongholds—Sluis, Aardenburg, Sas van Ghent, Hulst, IJzendijk, Bergen- 
op-Zoom, Steenbergen, Willemstad, Heusden, Breda, ’s-Hertogenbosch, 
Grave, Maastricht, Nijmegen, Arnhem, Doesburg,.and Zutphen, and fur- 
ther north; Coevorden, Bellingwolderzijl, Bourtange, and :Delfzijl, as well.as 
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the towns garrisoned. by the Dutch across the border, in the Empire. 
Inevitably, the local economies of these, and their hinterlands, depended 
heavily on military garrisons which were large, fixed, and regularly .paid, and 
which continually had to be supplied and equipped. Outlay on the garrisons, 
fortifications, ‘stores, and weapons, as well as the garrisons’ food, horses, 
and forage, accounted: for most..of :the Republic’s military expenditure. 
Thus, spending on the defensive.outer ring represented a massive transfer of 
resources from the ‘Republic’s. dynamic core to the periphery. In these 
provinces, it was only in Overijssel that the garrison system was a less than 
vital element in the local economy. 

Contraction of the garrisons began in 1642 when Holland pushed through 
the first general reduction in the level of forces maintained since 1629.° The 
cuts were already noticeably affecting the economies of the garrison towns 
by the mid-1640s. But the big reductions accompanied the Spanish peace in 
the years 1647-51. These were drastic. The garrison at Maastricht, after 
1632 the Republic’s largest, contracted from 5,300 men, in 1639, to less than 
half of this, around 2,500, by 1651.’ Zutphen, the second largest garrison in 
Gelderland, after Nijmegen, fell from around 1,450, in the early 1640s, to a 
mere 560 men by 1651.® Given that many of the men also had female 
companions and children, the social and economic effects of the reductions 
were both many and far-reaching. Of course, some places were worse hit 
than others, Nijmegen, for example, suffering more than Arnhem,’ but 
overall the impact was severe. The population of Nijmegen, including the 
garrison, contracted from over 14,000, in 1645, to little more than half of 
this, under 8,000, by 1660 (see Table 28). Population loss on this scale 
paralysed not only the city but its entire hinterland. The population of 
Maastricht fell back from 23,000, in 1645, to 18,000 by the mid-1650s. 

Admittedly, not all the consequences of peace, around the outer rim, were 
negative. Traffic by road, and water, to and from neighbouring parts of 
Germany, and the Spanish Netherlands, was now less disrupted, border tolls 
were reduced, and the ravages of war itself had ceased. But the last mattered 
less in the Dutch context than in neighbouring Germany because it had had 
a quite different impact on the fabric of local life there. Where, in Germany, 
armies ravaged the countryside, and sacked villages, in the Low Countries 
the war was largely static and, by mutual arrangement, both sides spared 
the villages and crops of the other. The phenomenon of large, fixed, and 
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regularly paid garrisons resulted in steady payment for food, clothes, horses, 
forage, and prostitutes, without pillage and rapine, stimulating local agricul- 
ture, trade, and crafts. Furthermore, some major garrison towns, such as 
Bergen-op-Zoom, Breda, and Coevorden, were poorly placed—with respect 
to rivers and main trade routes—to participate in the post-1647 growth in 
cross-border traffic. If there were now more river ships plying the Rhine, 
Maas, and Scheldt than before, this tended to benefit Dordrecht and 
Rotterdam rather than garrison towns closer to the borders. 


TABLE 28. Population and births at Nijmegen, 
‘1620-1699 


Decade Births per year Total population 
(annual average) 


1620/29 474 13,500 
1630/39 456 13,000 
1640/49 458 13,100 
1650/59 292 8,357 
1660/69 290 8,250 
1670/79 371 10,600 
1680/89 456 13,200 
1690/99 362 10,350 


Source: Engelen, Nijmegen, 12-13. 


Consequently, peace brought few compensations to counterbalance the 
impact of the garrison cuts. Suddenly, there were far fewer soldiers to be 
maintained and less cash in circulation. Less food and forage was required 
and there were fewer customers for shops and taverns. The drop in beer 
consumption was staggering. At Breda, one of the towns hardest hit, the 
value of the tax-farm for the beer excise slumped from 21,000 guilders, in 
1641, to only 9,800 guilders by 1655."° The value of the tax on use of Breda’s 
Weigh-House, a good index of activity, fell by more than a third between 
1640 and 1651 (see Table 29). In all the garrison towns, almost every 
activity—tailoring, saddle-, boot-, and belt-making, innkeeping, prostitu- 
tion, and not least construction and repairs on the fortifications—was 
drastically curtailed. An uncle of Vermeer, a military supplier and engineer, 
who worked at various strongholds in the 1630s and 1640s, was bankrupt 
within two years of the peace of Miinster."' ‘The inhabitants of this town’, 
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the magistracy of Breda assured the Raad van State, in 1649; ‘find them- 
selves in a very sober and desolate condition.’” 

The municipalities of the garrison towns strove to alleviate the impact as 
much as possible, especially by the traditional method of towns in decay— 
strengthening the guilds and guild regulations to restrict competition from 
outsiders and between guild members. The guild of fishermen at. Zutphen 
obtained a ruling from the raad, in 1648, forbidding non-guild members 
fishing within the town’s jurisdiction.'? The raad at Breda granted the appeal 
of the town’s.crane and wharf workers, in March 1651, to tighten rules on 
work practices, stipulating that a minimum of four men be. used for 
unloading market barges from Dordrecht and Rotterdam and not fewer 
than six for wine barges. The raad explained that with the ‘slackness of 
trade, guild members were daily becoming more impoverished and that it 
was now almost impossible to earn one’s living’ and that it was necessary 
to prevent some dockers grabbing all the work and others and their families 
being left with nothing.’* 


TABLE 29. Annual value of the tax-farm for 
use of the Weigh-House at Breda, . 
1640-1660 (guilders) 


1640/1 1,200 1650/1 800 
1641/2, 1,110 1651/2 705 
1642/3 1,200. 1652/3 545 
1643/4 1,145 1653/4 480 
1644/5 1,100 1654/5 410 
1645/6 930 1655/6 430 
1646/7 890 1656/7 460 
1647/8 930 1657/8 540 
1648/9 940 1658/9 640 
1649/50 760 1659/60 710 


Source: GA Breda afd. 1 1a H 2001 and H 2002. 


Another device was to establish higher education institutions to draw 
students from the surrounding area and, hopefully, further afield. The Breda 
Illustre School was opened in September 1646. The raad of Nijmegen, 
undaunted by the fact that the States of Gelderland decided in 1648 to 
upgrade the academy at Harderwijk into a provincial university, resolved, 
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in 165$, to set ‘up their: own Illustrious School. for the express: purpose of 
drawing students from the rest of Gelderland.’ The lesser towns and 
ridderschap of. the Nijmegen quarter, regarding Harderwijk as .an asset. of 
the Armhem quarter rather than of the province as a whole, agreed to help 
finance the new civic academy. 

But the regents knew that the dnly real prospect of amelioration lay ‘in 
securing increases in the garrisons. No-sooner had Prince William II staged 
his military ‘coup against Amsterdam, in’ the summer of 1650, than the 
Nijmegen raad congratulated him on taking ‘Holland in hand’ and re- 
quested him to ‘send a good: number of troops. ... into garrison here’."* 
Only with the resumption of protracted warfare, from 1672, did the garrison 
towns begin to revive, though even then, the ‘signs are,-it was not a full 
recovery. 

The garrisons were again much larger between 1674 and 1713 than 
between 1647 and the French invasion. of 1672. There was also‘a good deal 
of refurbishment.’ The fortifications of Bergen-op-Zoom, Breda, Grave, 
Maastricht, and many other strongholds were extensively rebuilt between 
1674 and 1702 to the most advanced designs in Europe planned by the 
‘Dutch Vauban’, Menno van Coehoorn (1641-1704), one of William III’s 
most trusted commanders and chief engineer, the inventor of the ‘Coehoorn 
mortar’. Yet population and activity failed to regain pre-1647 levels, because 
the wars of the 1672-1713 were less static than those of the 1590-1647 
period and because, from the mid-1670s onwards, especially between 1689 
and 1713, much of the army was stationed in Spanish Netherlands fortresses 
rather than Dutch strongholds. At Nijmegen both population and birth- 
rate, in the 1690s, were still appreciably below the levels for the period 
1621-47 (see Table 27). 

Not all inland areas of the Republic were adversely affected by the 
restructuring of the economy after 1647. The negative repercussions were 
balanced by the positive effects of a stronger overseas trading system on 
inland areas such as Twenthe, the Arnhem quarter, and the Meierij of 
’s-Hertogenbosch. The strengthening of Dutch commerce and shipping 
(except in the Baltic) from the late 1640s onwards imparted fresh impetus 
to industry, and the cultivation of industrial crops, and the stimulus was by 
no means confined to the maritime seaboard. In the Meierij, from the 1650s, 
Leiden and Haarlem textile entrepreneurs provided employment in spinning 
and weaving in and around Helmond, Tilburg, and Eindhoven, farming out 
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preliminary work, on a cottage basis, with a view to boosting output of 
finished woollen cloth and linen at Leiden and Haarlem. In the Twenthe 
quarter of Overijssel there developed, especially during the last quarter of 
the century, a thriving linen industry, provided with flax by the peasant 
farmers of the neighbouring Salland quarter.'* In the Arnhem quarter and 
eastern Utrecht, there was a dramatic expansion, after 1647, in cultivation 
of tobacco, which was then spun and blended with better-quality American 
tobaccos in the workshops of Amsterdam. Between 1675 and 1710 tobacco 
output in these areas approximately trebled.'® 

For the inland areas of the Republic, the post-1647 restructuring of large 
sections of Dutch economic life thus had the double effect of depressing 
towns and districts which were the centres of activity before 1647 and 
stimulating districts which, before 1647, were of little account, sparsely 
populated, and economically stagnant. In the maritime west, the effect of 
the restructuring was also a double one. For the changes galvanizing the 
Dutch trading system, and industry, after 1647, expanded. activity in the 
‘rich trades’, and export-orientated industries, but depressed the traditional 
bulk-carrying traffic. Also in recession after 1647 was the Zeeland transit 
traffic to the Spanish Netherlands, which had been artificially boosted, 
during the war, by the Dutch naval blockade of the Flemish coast, which 
hampered ships supplying the Flemish ports directly by sea. 

The decline of Dutch bulk-carrying, or at least the traditional grain, 
timber, and salt commerce, was partly due to the end of the German war 
and effects of this on agriculture, and subsistence, throughout northern 
Europe. With disbandment of the armies in Germany, and gradual recovery 
of German agriculture, there was a progressive fall in demand for the grain, 
meat, fish, and dairy produce which West Frisian, and Frisian, skippers 
freighted—especially from Hoorn, Enkhuizen, Medemblik, and Harlingen 
—to Hamburg, Bremen, Stade, and Emden, whence the supplies were 
shipped up the Rivers Elbe, Weser, and Ems, to the armies and garrisons in 
north and central Germany. This flow of foodstuffs rapidly dwindled after 
1650. At the same time, freightage of Baltic grain contracted, partly because 
there’ was now no need for supplies for Germany, and partly because the 
gtain-producing areas of Poland and the Ukraine were ravaged during the 
Chmielnicki troubles (1648-51) and subsequent Swedish invasion of 1655. 
An additional factor, depressing agricultural prices, in Holland, was the rise 
in agricultural output in the Spanish Netherlands and England. The 
contraction of bulk-carrying led, in turn, to a marked decline in shipbuilding 
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in the West Frisian area.” This was a purely local phenomenon, however, 
more than compensated for by further growth of shipbuilding in Amster- 
dam and Rotterdam, and especially on the Zaan, the industrial belt to the 
north of Amsterdam which only really came into its own with the general 
strengthening of Dutch commerce after 1647. The further decline in the 
population.of Hoorn and Enkhuizen after 1650, combined with falling 
demand for West Frisian dairy produce in Germany, ‘had the additional 
effect of depressing agriculture north of the Zaan.” 

As bulk freightage decayed, the branches based in the West Frisian area 
contracted faster than the commerce as a whole. Some of what was lost to 
the West Frisian ports migrated to Amsterdam. But most shifted to the 
Wadden Islands and Frisian ports, which means that the change was, in 
part, from large to small vessels.” The bulk fleets of Hoorn and Enkhuizen 
consisted of large and medium-sized ffuits. But, as both volume and profit 
margins receded, small vessels. proved more suitable. The Frisian fleet plying 
the Baltic consisted mainly of tiny. vessels, often of less than 20 lasts. The 
total of Dutch voyages to the Baltic fell from a yearly average of 1,200, in 
the 1640s, to 895 in the 1650s, 681 in the 1660s, and a mere 595 in the 
1670s."3 At the same time, small vessels came to predominate, boosting the 
shares of Friesland and the Wadden Islands. West Friesland’s share of 
Dutch traffic passing through the Danish Sound, dropping from 30 per cent 
in the 1620s to 20 per cent by the 1640s, had receded to only 15 per cent by 
the 1660s. he 

But the rapid waning of Dutch Baltic bulk freightage after 1650 was 
outweighed by the predominant trend in Dutch maritime trade and shipping 
after 1647. Overall commerce, shipping, and employment in shipping 
expanded with only brief interruptions—despite intense English and French 
hostility—until the French invasion of 1672 and subsequent fighting in the 
Republic (1672-7). During the years 1672-7 the overseas trading system, 
and the main towns, were seriously damaged and a long-term deterioration 
of the Dutch economy. set in. Nevertheless, the Dutch ‘rich trades’ .and 
industry rallied, temporarily regaining most of the lost ground during the 
1680s. The permanent, irreversible decline of Holland as a maritime and 
industrial power commenced only in, or around, 1688 with the onset of the 
Nine Years War and its many harmful consequences for the Dutch 
economy. But, even then, activity and population in the main towns did 
not fall far below the peak. attained in 1672, and again in the 1680s, 

2° Lesger, Hoorn, 159: 

*" Van der Woude, Het Noorderkwartier, i. 184. 
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until after 1720.4 Broadly, the economic Golden Age lasted from 1590 to 
about 1740. 

Although some ‘rich trades’—notably the Levant traffic (from 1688) and 
Spanish trade (from 1700)—experienced drastic decline by the end of the 
century, and the overall influence of the Dutch trading system in world trade 
diminished, most ‘of the ‘rich trades’;.and connected industries, held up well 
after the 1670s, and in a few cases continued to expand..At the same time, 
while some industries closely associated with Dutch world trade primacy 
between 1647 and:1672 collapsed before 1700—notably the camlet indus- 
try—or else ceased to grow, as with the manufacture of fine cloth at Leiden, 
and the processing of whale products, overall there was a continued 
diversification of industry down to the early eighteenth century and some of 
the classic industries, such as paper and fine linen, continued to: grow. The 
traditional manufacturing towns—Haarlem, Leiden, and Delft—were clear- 
ly past their peak after 1688. But industry at Amsterdam and Rotterdam 
held up and the Zaan industrial belt with its hundreds of industrial 
windmills, processing a prohferating range of items, did not reach its peak 
until around 1720. The number of paper-mills on the Zaan rose from five, 
in 1650, to seventeen by: 1670, twenty-six by 1690, and thirty-six by 1700. 
The total number of windmills used for processing and manufacturing in the 
Zaan area rose steeply from the middle of the century, climbing from about 
40; in 1620, and 160, in 1640, to 584 by 1731.75 


POPULATION 


The restructuring of the economy in the period from the late 1640s until the 
disastrous disruption of 1672 caused several basic shifts in activity, and 
hence vitality, both on the seaboard and inland. The overall result was a 
significant growth in population where the economy continued to expand, 
that is in the bulk of Holland (except the North Quarter and West Frisian 
ports), the Veluwe, Twenthe, and Helmond-Tilburg area, with urbanization 
proceeding in these areas, while, at the same time, population decreased and 
towns stagnated, or in the depressed districts where either bulk-freightage 
or garrisons had been the driving force behind the economy. Taking the 
Republic as a-whole, the upshot was a marginal population increase, and 
impulse towards further urbanization, down to 1688 when the Republic 
became sucked ‘into a vast new bout of European warfare. But more 
significant than this overall trend for our understanding the processes at 


* Israel, Dutch Primacy, 292-358; Nusteling, ‘Strijd’, 10-12. 
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work, and the course of future developments, was the widening gap between 
economically expanding and contracting zones. 

The population of the principal cities rose during the period 1647-72 at 
an impressive. pace. The catastrophic effects of the invasion of 1672 then 
abruptly reversed this trend so that these cities then fell back markedly, in 
every respect, between 1672 and around 1678. However, this did not mark 
the end of urbanization in the Dutch Golden Age. For a general economic 
recovery ensued which gained momentum in the mid-1680s and. which 
brought the chief Dutch urban centres back to, or more likely slightly 
above, the levels of population attained by 1672. Final, long-term decline of 
the Dutch cities, de-urbanization in the Republic, commenced only with the 
resumption of general warfare in 1688.” 

The total population of the Republic at the zenith of its economic 
development is estimated at about 1,950,000. In 1700 the total was about 
the same, or slightly lower. Meanwhile, the combined population of the 
Republic’s thirty largest towns rose from about 36 per cent of the total 
population, in 1650, to about 38 per cent in 1688.”’ At the same time the 
eight largest cities increased their share of that total. for the thirty largest 
towns from 61 per cent to over 64 per cent, with nearly all the growth in the 
five largest Holland cities (see Table 30). 

The largest city, Amsterdam, increased fastest between. 1647 and 1672, 
stimulated by the commercial boom, growing by a quarter from about 
1§0,000, in the late 1640s, to some 200,000 by 1672.” After falling back 
somewhat in the 1670s, Amsterdam resumed her expansion, rising to around 
205,000 by 1700. Leiden, the second largest city, grew from around 60,000, 
in 1647, to 72,000 by 1672, sagged in the 1670s, recovered to around 72,000 
by 1688, and then fell back again, during the Nine Years War, to about 
63,000 by 1700. Amsterdam’s share of the total population of the Republic 
rose from 8 per cent, in 1647, to about 11 per cent by 1700. 

In the countryside there was demographic growth in South Holland 
balanced by population loss in the North Quarter. Outside Holland, the 
predominant trend, from the 1640s down to the early eighteenth century, 
was one of increasing population, except in Friesland, which was in decline 
from around 1670.” Friesland’s population fell, as near as we can tell, by 
some 12 per cent between the 1660s and 1714, from around 147,000 to 
129,000, Harlingen, the chief port, declined from 8,823, in 1689, to 7,100 by 
1714. Dokkum also shrank,. though the provincial capital, Leeuwarden, 

* Nusteling, ‘Periods and Caesurae’, 111. 

7 Ibid. 108. 
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grew from around 13,500, in 1689, to 15,700 by 1714. But the contraction 
of the rural population in Friesland (and Holland north of the: Zaan) was 
untypical of the. Republic’s post-1650 demographic development. more 
generally. In most inland areas, the pattern was one of steady growth, 
though (owing to. the stagnation of the urban economy, outside Holland) 
not in the cities. Overijssel’s population grew appreciably, from below 
70,000, in 1650, to around 107,000 by 1720.*°. Significant growth was 
registered in all three Overijssel quarters but was most marked in Twenthe. 
Stimulated by the rise of the linen industry around Almelo, Enschede, and 
Oldenzaal, Twenthe’s share of Overijssel’s total population rose from under 
25 per cent, in 1650, to over 30 per cent by 1720. Meanwhile, the combined 
population of the three chief towns fell as a proportion of the total for the 
province (having reached 38 per cent around 1500) to 30 per cent in 1600, 
28 per cent by 1675, and. 24.5 per cent by 1720. 


TABLE 30. The population of the main Holland cities, 1635-1700 
_ (estimates) a 
1635 1647 ‘1672 1688 1700 
Amsterdam 120,000 140,000 200,000 200,000 205,000 


Leiden 55,000 60,000 72,000 72,000 63,000 
Haarlem 42,000 45,000 §0,000 §0,000 40,000 
Rotterdam 20,000. 30,000 45,000 §0,000 45,000 
Delft 21,000. 21,000 24,000 24,000 19,000 


The Hague 16,000 18,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 


Sources. Hart, Geschrifi en getal, 118; Posthumus, Geschiedenis, iti. 882; 
Wijsenbeek-Olthuis, Achter de gevels, 27; Nusteling, Welvaart en werkgelegenheid, 
234-5; Nusteling, ‘Periods and Caesurae’, 92-112; Mentink and Van der Woude, 
Demografische ontwikkeling te Rotterdam, 38-9. 


Drenthe’s population ‘also grew vigorously, as did that of much of 
Gelderland, eastern Utrecht, and the industrial belt of the Meierij. The 
number of households.in Drenthe grew more rapidly in the last quarter of 
the century than any other period of early modern times, from 4,938, in 
1672, to 5,629 in 1692 but, again, Drenthe’s demographic expansion was 
exclusively rural.*' Coevorden stagnated, like the main Overijssel towns, 
declining markedly as.a proportion of the province’s population. A similar 
pattern of de-urbanization, and strong rural growth, was seen in the 
Arnhem quarter of Gelderland. Overall, the population of this region rose 
from 40,000, in 1650, to around 54,000 in 1749, a much faster rate of 
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increase than occurred in the period 1500~1650.7? However, Arnhem itself, 
a city of around 6,000, in 1650, contracted. sharply before recovering to 
around 5,600 by 1749, while Harderwijk declined from 3,000 to about 2,350. 
The combined total: of the five towns of the Armhem quarter fell, as a 
proportion of the quarter’s population, from. 32 per cent, in 1650, to only 
26 per cent a century later.> The United Provinces, a land of continuing 
urbanization along the:maritime seaboard down to 1688, the year of general 
reversal of the: long-term trend towards growth and urbanization in the 
Dutch economy (see p. 618 above), was simultaneously, from the 1640s, a 
land of de-urbanization in its landward ‘provinces. 


WORK AND MIGRATION 


The impressive growth of Holland’s cities between 1647 and 1688—despite 
the setback of the 1670s—arose not from natural increase but economic 
growth, boosting activity and demand for labour. Economic expansion 
sucked in population from elsewhere. In Holland, the maritime and urban 
economy experienced a quarter of a century of sustained growth from the 
late 1640s, which resulted in Holland’s urban economy needing a consider- 
ably larger labour force than ever before—despite the shrinkage of the 
Baltic bulk trade: This means that expansion of the ‘rich trades’, and urban 
industry, between 1647 and 1672 generated activity and employment at an 
appreciably faster rate than shrinkage of Baltic bulk-carrying reduced 
activity and employment. Surprising though it may seem, this applies even 
to the numbers of seamen needed. For new jobs were being created in 
Mediterranean and colonial trade, and the whale fishery and navy, at an 
impressively faster rate than jobs were being lost in Baltic bulk-freightage 
(see Table 31). There were, by 1672, hundreds fewer ships, and thousands 
fewer seamen employed on the Baltic run, while the ‘rich trades’, admit- 
tedly, used only a fraction as many ships. But numbers of men per ship, in 
the latter case, were far greater. Some of the ‘great ships’ used in the Levant 
traffic, fetching mohair, cotton, and raw silk from Smyrna, were manned by 
as many as 200 men each. East India ships and the vessels which sailed to 
Cadiz, carrying textiles and spices for re-export to Spanish America, and 
returning with silver, dyestuffs, and wool, likewise carried large crews. 
Simultaneously, employment in the whale fishery and navy rose steeply. 
Consequently, despite the decay of the ‘mother trade’,.employment in Dutch 
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shipping between 1635 and 1670 increased substantially, possibly by as 
much as 50 per cent (see Table 31). 


TABLE 31. Manpower employed in Dutch shipping (estimates) 


1610 1635 1670. 1725 
European trade 20,000 21,500 25,000 20,000 
Fisheries 6,500 7,000 5,500 4,000 
(except whaling) 
Whale fishery ro) 1,000 8,000 8,000 
VOC 2,000 4,000 9,000 11,000 
Navy 3,000 7,000 11,000 3,500 
New World trade 1,000 2,500 3,000° 2,000 
TOTALS 33,000 44,000 64,500 52,500 


“ Including the sailors on the fleet of Curacao barques. 


Sources. PRO SP 84/166, fo. 217. ‘Navigation of the United Netherlands’; 
Lucassen, ‘Zeevarenden’, 132; Bruijn and Lucassen, Op de schepen, 14; Van 
Royen, Zeevarenden, 25. 


This rise in employment in Dutch shipping took place at a time when 
more labour was needed for industry, and there was no compensating loss 
of labour elsewhere in the economy. Consequently, it was impossible to find 
enough men from amongst the Dutch population, and there was a sharp 
increase in the proportion of foreigners—especially Danes, Norwegians, and 
north Germans—finding employment in Dutch ports.*5 Foreign seamen 
signed on in all sectors but were especially numerous where wages were 
lowest, in the VOC, the WIC, and the navy. There was a sharp rise in the 
number of foreign seamen employed by the VOC in the 1650s, to over 40 
per cent of the total.** This fell back in the 1660s but increased again from 
the 1680s. The navy became heavily reliant on foreigners. The English 
ambassador in Denmark-Norway claimed, in 1664, on the eve of the second 
Anglo-Dutch War, that ‘all their Norway mariners are run in to the 
Hollanders’ service, for want of employment at home, and if [the Danish 
king] should command them back, the States would not be able to put their 
fleet to sea’.3? Nevertheless, in some parts of the Republic a very high 
proportion of the adult male population continued to be employed as 
seamen, nearly one-sixth of the menfolk of Friesland. In West Friesland, 
despite the decline in bulk-freightage, the proportion may have been as high 
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as a quarter. Heading the list were Texel, Vlieland, and the other Wadden 
Islands, where over half the available manpower earned their bread at sea.** 

But if the restructuring of the economy after 1647 boosted employment 
in shipping, expansion of the labour force in industry was much more 
marked. At Leiden, cloth output reached a peak of 138,000 pieces, in 1671.°? 
But, besides the increase in quantity of output, there was the fundamental 
shift away from lighter, cheaper fabrics towards fine cloth, and camlets, and 
these products were more labour-intensive than the says and bays of the 
past. The number of looms operative at Leiden scarcely increased between 
1614 and 1647; but after 1647 grew rapidly, rising from 2,675, in 1648, to 
3,505 by 1661, and a still higher figure by 1671. By 1654, some two-thirds 
of the textile work-force at Leiden were employed in the /aken and camlet 
industries, and only one-third in the traditional cheap branches, with the 
total numbers employed climbing steeply. 

The growth of the labour force at Amsterdam, Leiden, Haarlem, Delft, 
Gouda, The Hague, Rotterdam, and on the Zaan was simultaneous with the 
increase in demand for men for merchant shipping, the fisheries, and navy. 
The only way this could be coped with was by drawing in large numbers of 
people from outside the main towns—from the inland provinces and from 
abroad. ‘It is certain’, wrote the Leiden manufacturer and economic writer 
Pieter de la Court, in 1661, ‘that our manufactures, fisheries, commerce and 
navigation, with those who live from them, cannot be preserved here without 
a continual immigration of foreign inhabitants—much less increased or 
improved." This was correct. The main Holland towns, like main towns 
elsewhere in Europe at the time, showed a regular excess of deaths over 
births. Were the influx from outside to cease, or drastically diminish, the 
populations of the main towns would immediately contract disastrously.” 

The growth of all the main Holland towns between 1647 and 1672 is all 
the more remarkable when we consider that, until 1670, outbreaks of plague 
continued to be a major negative factor. The epidemics which struck were 
both virulent and prolonged. Pieter de la Court noted, during the 1663-6 
epidemic, that the plague had the habit in Holland of lingering for unusually 
long periods, with deaths continuing at two or three times the normal rate 
for several years running. If the Leiden outbreak of 1655 was among the 
worst of the Golden Age, reportedly carrying off 11,000 people, nearly 20 
per cent of the population in six months, the sickness which gripped the city 
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in 1663, though less devastating, proved unusually persistent, lingering until 
the end of the decade. 

The last great plague, that of 1663-9,.began at Amsterdam and had little 
effect initially. The impact grew, however, during 1664. With the prospect 
of plague, as well as war with England, looming, the English ambassador 
commented in May: ‘there are dead this last .weeke to the number of 338 at 
Amsterdam and if the plague thus increases within, and a warre with His 
Majestie without, there will be little need of that vast new towne which they 
are making there’,“ a reference to the ambitious extension of the city then 
under way. The double crisis intensified, making it all the more striking that 
there was no let-up in the great urban renewal programmes in progress. 


TABLE 32. Deaths. and death-rates per thousand in Dutch cities 
during plague years, 1624-1667 


Year - Amsterdam _ Leiden Rotterdam Enkhuizen Utrecht 
1624 11,795 (112) 9,897 (200) — ao _ 
1625 6,781 (60) — 2,500 (115) — — 
1635 8,177 (60) 3,500 (140) — 

18,000 (320 000 
1636 = 17,193 (140) oe = 2,495 (131) J 4 (140) 
1652 — — — 1,526 (85) — 
1653 — — — 1,280 (71) — 
1654. — 10,529 (165) 1,060 (64) — 
1655 16,727 (125) 11,591 (174) 2,200 (63) — 1,000 (30) 
1663 9,752 (60) — = = = 
1664 24,148 (120) — 2,450 (61) 
1666 — — _ 1,115 (67) 1,300 (40) 
1667 — — a 1,000 (61) — 


Sources. Noordegraaf and Valk, De gave Gods, 54-5; Willemsen, Enkhuizen, 
111; Lois, Cronycke, 150; Rommes, ‘Pest in perspectief’, 265. 


‘There dyed this last weeke at Amsterdam 739’, Downing reported, on 29 
July, ‘and the plague is scattered generally over the whole country even in 
the little dorps and villages, and it is gott to Antwerp and Brussels.“ At 
Amsterdam and Leiden the worst was over by 1665 but elsewhere it was yet 
to come. In places as widely dispersed as Enkhuizen, Flushing, and 
Zutphen, the epidemic peaked only in 1666, the year of the Great Plague in 
London. A final wave of epidemic swept Leiden in 1669, carrying off five 
university professors, including Cocceius. 
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By the late seventeenth century, there were about 100,000 people 
employed in the main industries, over 5 per cent of the total population of 
the Republic, without counting employment in shipping, a proletariat which 
could be sustained only by means of continuous and large-scale immigra- 
tion. At Amsterdam, while the number of foreign-born immigrants: mar- 
rying in the city peaked in the 1640s, it remained high and the reduction was 
compensated for by the rising numbers originating in other parts of the 
United Provinces, particularly Overijssel and Gelderland. For demographic 
growth in the inland provinces was, in reality, greater than appears from the 
net increase of population there. Indeed, a major contribution of the eastern 
provinces to sustaining the Dutch:entrepdt, and overseas trading system, 
was to supply part of the immigration on which Holland’s economy 
depended. As a proportion of the total number of outsiders marrying in 
Amsterdam, immigrants from Gelderland and Overijssel increased from 20 
per cent in the second quarter of the seventeenth century to 42 per cent by 
the first quarter of the eighteenth. 


TABLE 33. The Dutch urban industrial work-force, 1672-1700 (estimates) 


sector Numbers sector Numbers 
employed employed 
Woollen textiles 35,000 Delftware and tiles 4,000 
Other textiles 20,000 Paper (Zaan and Veluwe) 2,000 
Shipbuilding 8,000 Sugar refineries 1,500 
Brewing 7,000 Other refineries 1,500 
Gouda pipes 4,000 Sail-canvas 1,500 
Tobacco workshops 4,000 Soap-boiling 1,000 
Distilleries 3,000 Salt-boiling 1,000. 
Printing 1,000 
Total 94,000 


Sources: Van Zanden, ‘Economic van Holland’, 603; Israel, Dutch Primacy, 356. 


Despite the rising level of immigration from the inland provinces, most 
immigrants in Amsterdam continued to be foreign-born. In the 1650s, 6,677 
foreign-born men married in Amsterdam as against 4,252 newcomers born 
in the Republic outside Amsterdam.“ For the 1690s, the comparable figures 
were 5,503 against 3,932. The majority of foreign immigrants in Amsterdam 
were German Protestants but there were also substantial numbers of 
Scandinavians and German (and Portuguese) Jews. By contrast, Leiden 
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attracted few Scandinavians, and debarred Jews, but attracted more immi- 
grants from the south Netherlands than Amsterdam. A vital part in building 
up. the camlet industry, in the late 1640s, and 1650s, was played by Walloon 
immigrants, chiefly from. Liége, Lille, and. Valenciennes.” Like Amsterdam 
and Haarlem, but unlike Middelburg, Leiden also attracted large numbers 
of German immigrants—Lutherans, Catholics, and Calvinists. The Leiden 
wine-dealer Jean de Parival, himself an immigrant from Lorraine, noted, in 
the 1650s, that whole sections of the /aken industry, including the cloth 
shearers, were dominated by Westphalians and other Germans.’ Similarly 
in the mid-, and late, 1680s, the main Holland towns attracted a dispropor- 
tionately large share, indeed the great bulk, of the Huguenot influx into the 
United Provinces. 

A -high proportion. of the VOC’s soldiers and sailors came from the 
landward provinces.and north-west Germany. Many non-Hollanders served 
under Van Tasman (himself an Ommelander) on the voyage which dis- 
covered New Zealand, in 1642.“ Often such men, like Van Tasman himself, 
later settled, in retirement, at Batavia. Similarly, the VOC’s colonists in 
South Africa reflected the predominance of the landward provinces and 
north-west Germany, as did the Dutch colonists in New Netherland and, to 
an extent, Surinam. The Cape Colony grew slowly under its first governor, 
Jan van Riebeeck (1652-62), but what colonization there was stemmed 
chiefly from the landward provinces and north-west Germany. A survey of 
settlers, compiled in 1664, lists 303 white people, of whom Hollanders and 
Zeelanders were a small minority. A majority of the native Dutch-speakers 
came from the landward provinces and over one-third were German or 
Scandinavian.” This pattern then persisted throughout the history of Dutch 
South Africa. As late as 1806 it was estimated that only about $50 per cent 
of the white population were descended from Dutch immigrants, most of 
the rest being German (27 per cent) or Huguenot (17 per cent). 


THE HUGUENOT INFLUX 


The Huguenot influx following the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes (1685) 
in France-was a. factor of some significance in Dutch history, but not as 
significant as has: often been supposed. The total number of Huguenot 
refugees settling in the Republic in the decade following the Revocation has 


# Posthumus, Geschiedenis, iii. 908, 913. 

“” Enschedé, ‘Jean Nicholas de Parival’, 82. 
# Slot, Abel Tasman, 45, 58. 

® Pauwels, Verzamelde opstellen, 52-3. 


628 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


recently been:estimated at between 35,000 and 50,000,% but may well have 
been less than 35,000. At most, Huguenot immigrants amounted to about 
2 per cent of the total Dutch population and some 7 per. cent of the 
population of the thirty. largest. towns. This was a substantial if not 
enormous accretion of urban population, all the more valuable to the urban 
economy because of the relative affluence of many of the immigrants and 
their high level of skills. 

The Huguenot immigration occurred at a time when commerce and 
industry were. recovering from the setback of the-war of 1672-7. The 
population of the main towns had not yet fully regained the level of 1672, 
which, combined with the impact of the vast urban extension projects of the 
1660s, meant that in all the main towns, including Amsterdam, house rents 
were markedly lower than in the past. and accommodation and work 
premises easier to find.*’ The timing of the Huguenot immigration, in other 
words, was fortunate from the point of view of both the immigrants and the 
host society: a gap had opened up, before their arrival, which they were 
eminently suited to fill. 

The Holland and Zeeland towns competed for Huguenots—and their 
money and skills—with each other and also with the inland towns. Occupied 
or besieged by the French and Munsterites in the years 1672-4, Utrecht, 
Amersfoort, Deventer, Zwolle, Nijmegen, Arnhem, Zutphen, and Gron- 
ingen had suffered even greater damage than the cities of the maritime 
seaboard and now eagerly sought immigrants and new vitality. The States 
of Zeeland and Friesland, both provinces being now in the grip of deepening 
recession and population loss, were actively searching for ways to stimulate 
local economic life and showed keen interest in schemes to attract Hugue- 
nots. In February 1686, the Frisian States resolved to fund the salaries of 
ten Huguenot pastors willing to settle in the province and help establish 
Huguenot congregations.* 

Creating French-speaking Reformed congregations, under the supervision 
of the Synod of the Walloon Church, affiliated to the Dutch Reformed 
Church and, in effect, an extension of the public Church, was a favourite 
method of drawing Huguenot immigrants. Most main Holland and Zeeland 
towns had originally acquired ‘Walloon’ communities and churches long 
before, during the great influx from the south Netherlands, in the 1580s. 
‘Some were even older. There had been a French-speaking Reformed 
congregation in Dordrecht since at least 1577. Subsequently, many garrison 
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towns also acquired ‘Walloon’ churches, Maastricht in 1633, Nijmegen in 
1644, and Hulst in. 1649. By 1640, there were twenty-five ‘Walloon’ 
congregations and thirty-five serving preachers under the Walloon Synod.” 
But, by 1685, many communities were in decay so that while, in the late 
1680s, some towns were endeavouring to establish Walloon congregations, 
others, which had long possessed them, strove to provide better premises, 
facilities, and preachers’ salaries. New ‘Walloon’ congregations arose in 
Gelderland at Arnhem (1684), Zutphen (1686), Tiel (1686), Harderwijk 
(1687), Zaltbommel (1687), and Doesburg (1688); in Friesland at Harlingen 
(1686), Sneek (1686), and Franeker (1686); in Zeeland at Veere (1686) and 
Tholen (1688); and in the Generality Lands at Cadzand (1686). and Bergen- 
op-Zoom (1686). Even the States of Drenthe established a Huguenot 
congregation, complete with preacher and subsidized housing, at 
Dwingelo.*5 

But most of these new congregations remained extremely small. The bulk 
of the Huguenot immigrants in the United Provinces settled in just seven 
cities—Amsterdam, Leiden, Haarlem, Rotterdam, The Hague, Delft, and 
Utrecht.* Approximately one-sixth of the total, over 5,000, settled in 
Amsterdam. The Hague appears to have been the second largest com- 
munity, numbering around 2,750, with Rotterdam third. 

The influx of Huguenots had a substantial impact on Dutch economic life, 
their arrival coinciding with, and materially contributing to, the acceleration 
in the recovery of the ‘rich trades’ and industry in the years 1685-8. But the 
boom did not continue long after their arrival, the Dutch economy suddenly 
going into reverse, following the great Amsterdam crash of August 1688. 
The Huguenots undoubtedly did much to strengthen the Dutch silk indus- 
try. They opened many fashion boutiques in Amsterdam, The Hague, and 
elsewhere, and Huguenot dressmakers, hatmakers, wigmakers, and watch- 
makers introduced new standards of elegance and taste. Nevertheless, there 
was a tendency at the time (especially in France) to exaggerate the Huguenot 
contribution. Beyond the silk industry, and world of fashion, Huguenots, in 
fact, found relatively few openings for their capital and skills in the 
Republic. Although Huguenots had been prominent in the paper and glass 
industries in France, before 1685, and many Huguenots active in these 
industries emigrated, this had little impact on the Dutch scene. The major 
expansion of the Dutch paper industry, on the Zaan, in the last quarter of 
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the seventeenth century, and early eighteenth, was not due to the Hugue- 
nots.*’? Huguenots did set up glass factories in the Republic. but most soon 
failed.** Moreover, the crash of 1688, and subsequent slump, caused heavy 
losses on.the Amsterdam Exchange, and through.commercial bankruptcies, 
to Huguenots no less than other Dutch businessmen. Many of the: new 
Huguenot silk enterprises failed at this point, including the chief Huguenot 
business in Groningen. Following the Glorious Revolution in Britain, in 
1688-9, not a few Huguenots who had previously settled on Dutch soil 
moved on to England; also, where most Huguenots emigrating from France 
previously chose the Republic as the most promising refuge, after 1688, new 
emigrants preferred England, a sure sign that Britain was now replacing the 
United Provinces as western Europe’s foremost land.of opportunity. After 
the setting up of the Bank of England, in 1690, Huguenots also preferred to 
deposit their savings in London rather than Amsterdam, rates of interest in 
England being appreciably higher. 


WAGES AND LIVING STANDARDS 


Wages remained extremely high, by comparison with neighbouring coun- 
tries, especially in the main cities of Holland, and Dutch employers’ 
complaints that they had to pay their workers far more than did competitors 
in England, Germany, or the south Netherlands, often twice as much, were 
broadly correct. Proposals for glass manufacture in Haarlem, in 1679, noted 
that where glass-workers in Li¢ge received the equivalent of 8 to 10 stuivers 
per day, their counterparts in Holland earned 18 to 24 stuivers per day.” A 
comparably wide wage gap pertained throughout the industrial sector.. 

But the level of nominal wages in Holland. was strongly influenced by the 
high rents and heavy taxation, so that one must not conclude too readily 
that real wages were especially high. Moreover, even if real wages did exceed 
real wages elsewhere, it might still be argued that real earnings were being 
progressively, eroded not just by the generally harsher conditions, and 
heavier taxation that applied from the 1670s onwards, but because Dutch 
manufacturers, increasingly squeezed by English and French competition, 
were forced to cut prices, and accept lower profits, and had little option but 
to. become more forceful in cutting costs, above all wage costs. Employers 
had various ploys at their disposal and could count on the help of the town 
councils. One of the few labour riots to break out at Leiden during the 
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Golden Age occurred in October 1671, with cloth output at its peak. The 
rioters were children from the city’s orphanages employed as temporary 
forced labour spinning yarn. They yelled that the. ‘Walloons’ heartlessly 
exploited them, making them work too hard and providing. insufficient 
food." 

During the 1650s and 1660s there was a definite tendency for some 
nominal wage rates to decline. According to a complaint submitted at 
Leiden, in 1663, ‘wages of working folk here have been reduced by a full 
third over the last fifteen years’. But it would be wrong to conclude from 
this that during the decades trade and industry flourished most the work- 
force conspicuously failed to share in the Republic’s economic success, 
suffering declining living standards, while employers and merchants pros- 
pered.® For such complaints refer to piece-rates at a time when the general 
restructuring of the late 1640s, bolstering the ‘rich trades’ and connected 
industries, boosted demand for labour and entailed fundamental changes in 
the pattern of employment. At Leiden, most textile workers shifted over, 
during the 1640s and 1650s, from work in the declining ‘new draperies’ to 
the expanding /aken and camlet industries, where piece-rates were far higher. 
Thus, even if nominal wages were receding, much or most of the work-force 
was still earning more by the 1660s than they had in the 1640s. Similarly, at 
Amsterdam, the rising industries—sugar-refining, diamonds, tobacco- 
processing, cotton and silk manufacture—required more training and 
expertise but were also better paid. 

Besides the impact of the restructuring on patterns of employment, several 
additional factors affected living standards favourably. Thus, the purchasing 
power of wages was boosted by the general trend, after 1660, for agricultural 
prices, and food costs, to fall. This continued over a long period but was 
especially noticeable in the 1660s when grain prices on the Amsterdam 
Exchange fell precipitately, the price of Baltic rye by more than half.“ 
Another significant factor, from the late 1660s (initially as a-result of the 
urban extension programmes and the building boom), was the fall in the 
cost of housing and rents at Amsterdam, Leiden, Haarlem, and probably all 
the main Holland towns. Cheaper housing was especially a feature of the 
1680s (see Table 34). 

Recent research relating to Amsterdam indicates that the purchasing 
power of workers’. wages rose between 1650 and the 1680s by roughly 20 
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per cent.© Thus, after taking account of the restructuring of employment 
and making allowance for increased productivity, through technical inno- 
vation, which often made it possible to earn more even where piece-rates 
were reduced (as in some sectors of the Leiden textile industry), it appears 
likely that Phase Four (1647-72) generated a solid improvement in living 
standards for much of the working population. In the case of Leiden, this 
supposition is strengthened by the rapid increase in the number of affluent 
artisans in the city from the 1640s onwards (see Table 35). Whereas the 
proportion of rich men, with high tax assessments, in Leiden fell back sharply 
between 1623 and 1644 and then recovered by the 1670s, the increase in the 
numbers of modestly affluent, assessed at between one and three thousand 
guilders, continued throughout but accelerated rapidly from the 1640s. At 
Gouda, there was a similar general contraction of wealth during Phase Three 
with recovery commencing around ‘1648, and continuing to around 1688, 
albeit the proliferation of small fortunes was not so marked as at Leiden.” 


TABLE 34. Index of house-rents at Leiden, 


1640-1689 
Index Index 
1640/44 221 1665/69 222 
1645/49 245 1670/74 219 
1650/54 250 1675/79 210 
1655/59 241 1680/84 194 
1660/64 236 1685/89 = 193 


Note: Rent levels of 1580 = 100. 
Source. Posthumus, Geschiedenis, iii. 1019-21. 


Real wages improved in Holland after 1650 in part because the cost of 
living decreased. But the latter did not fall as much as it might have done 
had the guilds been weaker than they were. There is clear evidence that the 
bakers’ guilds in particular succeeded in increasing profit margins by 
preventing the full decline in grain prices from being passed on to the 
consumer in lower bread prices.” It has even been argued that workers in 
Holland and Utrecht were worse off than workers in the cities of the eastern 
provinces if differences in bread prices and other retail prices, as well as 
differentials in rents, are taken into account.” Though this may seem 
unlikely at first glance, given the continuous immigration to the western 
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seaboard from the eastern provinces, it has to be considered as a real 
possibility. For it is indeed true that the higher margin of nominal wages in 
Holland needed to be very substantial indeed if it was to compensate for the 
higher food prices, rents, and excises on drink and tobacco. But the key 
issue here is not real wages but real earnings. For the towns in the east were 
stagnant and provided few employment opportunities either for newcomers 
or any increase in the native work force, the guilds, as in Holland, exercising 
a tight hold over wide sections of the urban economy. For the migrant 
skilled or unskilled worker, Dutch or foreign, the cities of Holland offered 
far greater opportunities than those in the east for finding work or, by 
changing one’s employment, better-paid work. 


TABLE 35. Assessed wealth among Leiden householders, 


1623-1675 
Tax.Class 1623 1644 1675 
1. Rich artisans/petit 576 =: 617 824 


bourgeois (1,000—3,000 guilders) 
2. Bourgeois (3,000—-10,000 guilders) 697 669 687 
The rich (10,000-§0,000 guilders) 485 345 481 
4. The very rich 7I 53 79 
(over 50,000 guilders) 


yw 


Source: Posthumus, Geschiedenis, iii. 1010. 


RURAL SOCIETY 


The combined effect of a growing rural population and shrinking urban 
economy in the east of the Republic was a mounting spiral of rural 
deprivation and poverty which became an increasingly striking feature of 
the Dutch scene after 1647. From the late 1660s, the agricultural slump also 
extended its grip over the maritime west and Friesland. But where, in the 
west, until 1688, the cities continued to expand as a proportion of total 
population, in the east the towns contracted and it was the rural population 
which inexorably grew as a proportion of the whole. In Overijssel and 
Drenthe population increased faster during the late seventeenth century 
than at any other period between 1500 and the early nineteenth century. 
There was little alternative but to bring more inferior, and previously barely 
used, land into cultivation. In Drenthe, over the century 1650-1750, 
approximately 8 per cent more land came under the plough, often of very 
poor quality.” Throughout Overijssel, during the late seventeenth century, 
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and early eighteenth, there was a marked increase in the number of landless 
rural poor.” Even in the Meierij, where. there was less population increase 
than in Overijssel, Drenthe, and Gelderland, the. fall. in dairy and grain 
prices, and consequent drop in the value of farms and. demand for rural 
labour, led to a noticeable increase in rural poverty. 

At the same time, as the relative political and: economic weight of the 
towns in the east contracted, a phenomenon most-marked in Overijssel: and 
Gelderland, the grip of the jonkers on office-holding, taxation, and the 
administration of justice, above all :in the countryside, inexorably increased. 
Doubtless the growing power of the nobles, noticeable particularly during 
the Orangist ascendancy between 1675: and 1702, was also in part:'a 
compensation for the decline in noble incomes from land. In 1683, the 
ridderschap of the Arnhem quarter pushed through new rules for rural 
taxation.in their quarter, approved by William III as ‘First Noble’ of the 
quarter, which gave local jonkers an unprecedented degree of control over 
the setting of assessments and mechanics of collection.” 

The great Dutch agricultural depression, still local, affecting only the 
inland areas, and north Brabant, in the 1650s and early 1660s, became 
general in the late 1660s. The end of the Thirty Years War, and falling off of 
agricultural exports, by sea, to north Germany undoubtedly exerted a nega- 
tive influence already earlier. But the agricultural recovery. in Germany and 
the south Netherlands took time to gather momentum and its effects were 
masked, during the 1650s, by disruption of grain imports from the Baltic 
caused by the troubles in Poland. After 1662, grain and dairy prices fell 
dramatically, as they did all over Europe but with a greater impact on Dutch 
agriculture, and rents, because the Republic had been the only west Euro- 
‘pean country regularly exporting and re-exporting great quantities of agricul- 
tural produce. Also contributing to the glut and price slump, after 1660, was 
the emergence of England as a regular exporter of grain and dairy produce. 

The Dutch seaboard was still cushioned, for a few years, by the second 
Anglo-Dutch War (1664-7), which paralysed seaborne commerce in north- 
ern Europe, curbing grain imports by sea. The temporary resurgence of 
grain and dairy prices, in Holland, even encouraged some new investment 
in agriculture and land reclamation.” But, with the end of the war,:a 
precipitate decline in dairy, grain, and land prices set in, plunging the 
countryside into a slump which was to continue for a century. By January 
1669, the hire value of prime agricultural land in Holland had sunk to some 
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30 per cent below -the level of two years before, a ruinous drop for nobles, 
urban investors, and farmers alike. At-a stroke, landed property lost. its 
allure. The: noble family of Van Mathenesse were obliged, in 1670, to. hire 
out farms on South Holland polder land at scarcely more than half the 23 
guilders. per morgen accruing a few years before.” The board administering 
the property of the young Prince of Orange decided, in January 1671, not 
to rent out a batch of farms near. The Hague, since the best offers amounted 
to little more. than half the rent obtained five years previously.” 

There was much. talk among the nobility and rich farmers (and doubtless 
also among poorer farmers) as. to the causes of the malaise. The prevailing 
view was that the crisis stemmed from the glut due to the simultaneous 
resumption of grain imports from the Baltic and of grain, and dairy, imports 
from. Britain, as well.as butter from. Ireland. There were proposals in the 
provincial assemblies to help landowners and farmers by imposing higher 
duties on food imports.” It was easy to win support for such measures in 
the lesser provinces, where the nobility were politically dominant. The States 
of Friesland, for example, pressed, in November 1670, for a 25 per cent tariff 
increase on imports of butter, cheese, and meat, because of the ‘general 
complaint of our good inhabitants concerning the wretched prices and sales 
of their dairy produce which is chiefly caused by excessive importing of 
English, Scots, and other foreign butter’.” But decisions about tariffs—and 
tariffs were a Generality matter decided in the States General—were made 
not by the nobility of lesser provinces but the regents of Holland, and they 
were more impressed by the advantages of cheap food for Holland’s urban 
population, and the need to safeguard bulk-carrying and re-exports, than 
the consequences for nobles and farmers. By 1690, North Holland farm 
rents had dropped by 40 per cent since the 1650s.” 

Owing to the fall of cheese and butter prices numerous rural wage 
labourers lost their jobs, and left the land, and, at least in the west, many 
farmers sold up and departed.” Depopulation of the countryside occurred 
particularly in the West Frisian region and coastal Friesland. Two features 
of the demographic decline in Friesland clearly point to the agricultural 
recession as the prime cause of depopulation: the decline was more marked 
in the countryside than the towns (down to around 1720}—when the main 
Dutch. economic collapse began—and depopulation in the countryside was 
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confined to the richer, more productive area of clay soils, on the coastal side. 
On the poor soil of the area called the Wouden adjoining Overijssel and 
Drenthe, where production was for local use, there was, as .in those 
provinces, demographic increase rather than loss.” 

Another consequence of the agricultural slump was the sudden slackening 
in land reclamation, from the late 1660s, throughout Holland, Zeeland, 
Friesland, and Groningen. In the half century 1665-1714, land reclamation 
proceeded at only one-third of the rate of the previous half-century.” But the 
most crucial consequences of the slump for Dutch society were the contrast- 
ing responses in terms of land use, and tenure, as between maritime west and 
inland east. On the richer clay soils in the west, small farmers tended to sell 
up and leave the land, along with thousands of landless labourers, and move 
elsewhere, mostly to nearby cities.. Larger landowners and nobles, having 
more staying power, were to some extent able to reinforce their holdings, 
buying adjoining small farms. cheaply. Thus the trend.was towards rural 
depopulation and larger farms. By contrast, in the inland provinces, and 
south-east Friesland, the tendency was for smallholders to proliferate, farms 
to become smaller, and the problem of rural poverty to grow more acute. 

But in all provinces, and soil zones, landowners and farmers resorted to 
new agricultural strategies calculated to meet the crisis and yield improved 
returns. Labour-intensive solutions were useless in the maritime. west. For 
here the pull of better wages in the still dynamic towns left no alternative 
but to shed labour. By contrast, further inland, where labour was cheap, 
and the option of non-agricultural work less immediately available, labour- 
intensive alternatives to producing food made good sense. In eastern 
Utrecht and the Arnhem quarter, as well as the neighbouring duchy of 
Cleves, the most favoured solution was to cultivate tobacco. The rate of 
increase in tobacco production in these areas after 1670 is, indeed, astound- 
ing. Between 1675 and 1710, tobacco output in Utrecht and Gelderland 
approximately trebled.* In Overijssel and northern Brabant the main. shift 
was to flax for the linen industry. In Zeeland farmers grew more madder, a 
dyestuff used in the textile industry. The rapid spread of tobacco cultivation 
east of Utrecht further accentuated the rise of the small peasant farmer, and 
landless labourer, in the inland areas. For tobacco required an abundance 
of additional labour at certain times of the year. It was perfectly suited to 
regions where small holdings, a growing population, and low wages, allowed 
small peasant farmers to obtain cheap seasonal labour as and when needed. 
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Confessionalization, 1647-1702 
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THE RISE OF TOLERATION 


he Dutch Republic became a freer, more flexible society after 1630, at 

least as regards religion and thought, if not life-style. Remonstrants, 
Lutherans, Mennonites, Collegiants, Jews, and Catholics all benefited from 
this change. At Amsterdan,, it first became usual for Catholics to have their 
children baptized not in the public Church but by Catholic priests in the late 
1640s.' The same shift occurred in Rotterdam slightly earlier, in the 1630s,’ 
and at Leiden, somewhat later, in the 1650s.’ It was indeed during the 1650s 
that all the large former Counter-Remonstrant towns in Holland—Leiden, 
Haarlem, Gouda, and Enkhuizen—finally ceased breaking up Catholic 
conventicles and harassing Catholic priests. The Reformed consistory at 
Haarlem complained to the burgomasters, in June 1665, about the great 
change which had taken place in the city over the last ten years, with whole 
streets and quarters assuming a Catholic character and priests no longer 
concealing their activity.* 

Yet, as the complaint of the consistory shows, there was still—even in 
Holland, and more so in the lesser provinces—widespread resistance to the 
growth of toleration. It would be wrong to suppose that toleration was now 
broadly accepted in Dutch society. Since the 1630s most regents in Holland 
were inclined to a tolerant policy but by no means all. A preacher at Utrecht 
observed in a pamphlet, in 1650, that while most Holland regents were 
‘Espanolized, libertine Arminians who have no religion in their hearts’ and 
who, though nominally members of the public Church, deliberately ex- 
cluded men zealous for the Reformed faith from positions of influence and 
power, there were also some who were ‘well-intentioned’.’ Nor did he 
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despair of changing the balance. Rather his perception was of a continuing 
struggle for control of the public sphere, an unrelenting Kulturkampf, 
pervading politics, education, and life-style, as well as the public Church. 

The Republic was a society in which theologically argued and politically 
concerted intolerance remained a potent force. Adherents of intolerance had 
had to retreat somewhat from the position of Saravia, Gomarus, or Arnoldi. 
But they had by no means given up the fight. Gisbertus Voetius, head of the 
anti-Cartesian campaign, doyen of the university of Utrecht, and chief 
spokesman of Calvinist orthodoxy, had by the 1640s retreated to a doctrine 
of limited toleration under pressure of trends which could not be reversed, 
but could perhaps be checked.° Catholic practice would remain under tight 
restriction, papist ‘superstition’ combated, above all those who denied the 
divinity of Christ, and the Trinity, should not be tolerated at all but rooted 
out. Moreover, in his view, not only must State, and public Church, 
eradicate professed Socinians and deists but also concealed ‘Socinians’ 
mingling amongst the Mennonites and Remonstrants.’ The Reformed 
Church should assist the lesser Churches to reinforce, and purify, their faith 
in the divinity of Christ and doctrine of the Trinity. 

The restrictions on Catholic worship, confining services to inconspicuous 
‘hidden chapels’, as they were called; were not just a vestige of the past, a 
mere formality to veil the growing reality of toleration. Rather concealment, 
and the segregation which resulted, were fundamental to the fabric of Dutch 
life. There was still widespread opposition to Catholic worship, amongst 
large sections of the population, and ‘Arminian’ regents needed to be on 
their guard. During the 1650s, the Catholic Vicar Apostolic at Utrecht still 
distinguished between liberal towns in Holland, above all Amsterdam and 
Rotterdam, and cities such as Leiden and Haarlem where official and 
popular attitudes remained hostile.’ It was still possible that the increased 
freedom Catholics had gained would be cut back, as happened at Utrecht, 
during the 1630s and 1640s, when the views of Voetius gained ground and 
anti-Catholic attitudes intensified.° 

Furthermore, while orthodox Calvinists regarded most Holland regents as 
not ‘well-intentioned’, practically all claimed to be members of the public 
Church and its protectors. Without so professing one could not participate 
in civic government. Even Adriaen Paets, the most resolute champion of 
toleration among the ‘Arminian’ regents of Rotterdam during the third 
quarter of the century, a man of pronounced Remonstrant sympathies, 


® De Jong, ‘Voetius en de tolerantie’, 115. 
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nevertheless attended services m the Reformed:Church, a practice verging 
on hypocrisy but indispensable to his political career.'° Even the most liberal 
of the States party ideologues, the Leiden manufacturer Pieter de la Court, 
a man outside active politics who argued the necessity of freedom of religion 
in republics, urging the need to tolerate Catholicism and attract more 
immigrants of diverse religions to the Holland towns, to nourish trade and 
industry, nevertheless accepted that the welfare of the Republic, of any 
republic, necessitated some not inconsiderable limitations on toleration." 
De la Court affirmed that a republic required a.state Church, favoured 
above other Churches, to which everyone in government and administration 
had to belong. He saw no alternative to excluding persons belonging to 
dissenting religions from public office. Furthermore, he. accepted that 
tolerated Churches had to be closely supervised by the magistracy. and, in 
the case of the Catholics, could be. permitted to meet only in small 
gatherings, in the homes of reliable citizens, ministered to by priests 
supervised by civic government." 

Given the special status of the public Church, its resources and political 
backing, monopoly of preaching to large congregations, and possession of 
practically all buildings which looked like churches, it is not surprising that 
(except in-the Generality Lands, Twenthe quarter of Overijssel, and eastern 
part of the county of Zutphen) the Reformed Church was the most 
successful:in the race to confessionalize the populace. The Catholic Church 
was the only other which had.some success, and then only to a.modest 
extent. Other. Churches and spiritual movements in the United. Provinces 
either lost ground during the second half of the century, as in the. case of 
the Remonstrants and Mennonites, or else gained in numbers only locally 
owing to immigration from abroad, as with the Lutherans, Jews, and 
Quakers. 

Foreign observers often perceived the Republic as an open afena im which 
religions proliferated, and prospered, without hindrance. By the 1670s and 
1680s, a few foreign writers, such as Sir William Temple or Gregorio Leti, 
viewed Dutch toleration with an approving eye; but most disapproved. The 
book which most emphatically claimed the United Provinces as Europe’s 
haven of toleration par excellence was not a eulogy but a subtle exercise in 
defamation, the work of a Swiss Protestant officer, J. B. Stouppe, in the 
service of Louis XIV. Stouppe, in his Religion des Hollandois (1673), 
proclaimed the Republic the most tolerant of European societies not to extol 


 Roldanus, ‘Adriaen Paets’, 153. 
" De la Court, Aanwysing, 60, 65-6, 382, 398. 
” Rees, Verhandeling, 36-7. 


640 The Later.Golden Age, 1647-1702 


but to discredit it,'? accounting Dutch toleration a product ‘of the indif- 
ference, and insincerity, of the regents, the inevitable result of which was a 
fragmented society. He held that the Dutch were now split into three 
roughly equal groupings—Reformed, Catholics, and ‘sectaires’, by which he 
meant not only Mennonites, Remonstrants, Lutherans, and Jews but also 
Quakers, Socinians, Collegiants, Spiritualists, deists, and Spinozists.'‘ 
Stouppe was actually the first writer to note the impact of Spinoza on Dutch 
society, characteristically adding that while Spinoza overturns ‘absolument 
les fondements de toutes les religions’, practically no one in the Dutch 
Republic took the trouble to refute him,'5 a charge subsequently rebutted 
by Bayle, in his attack on Spinoza, in his Dictionnaire.'® 

Stouppe’s book elicited an angry response from Dutch Reformed critics. 
Jean Brun, preacher to the Walloon church at Nijmegen, published a 
rebuttal, accusing Stouppe of presenting a distorted picture. Brun observed 
that foreigners were always astonished by the religious diversity in the 
United Provinces, but had an exaggerated notion of it because the few 
places ‘they visited—especially Amsterdam and Rotterdam—were precisely 
those where Remonstrants, ‘sectaires’, and Spinozists tended to congregate. 
Brun conceded that Catholics were numerous throughout the United 
Provinces, but insisted they amounted to nothing like. one-third of the 
population.” 

Leaving aside the Generality Lands and Twenthe, it is clear that (though 
increasing) Catholics indeed amounted to far less than one-third of the 
Dutch population. The Catholics increased most in Amsterdam where, after 
1630, they enjoyed the greatest freedom. In 1656, the Catholic authorities 
themselves estimated Amsterdam’s Catholics at 30,000, which, since the city 
was then over the 150,000 mark, was equivalent to around 20 per cent of 
the total."* By 1700 we can estimate the Catholic population of Amsterdam 
with greater accuracy from the baptism statistics—since by that date 
practically all Catholics were having their children baptized by Catholic 
priests. Making allowance for a Jewish population (which does not appear 
in the figures) amounting to around 3 per cent of the total, and a slight 
margin for other sects not included, we see that the. city’s Catholic 
population amounted to slightly under 25 per cent of the total, similar to 
the level attained in Haarlem (see Table 36).' 

‘3 Basnage, Annales, 135-7; Bots, ‘Tolerantie’, 660. 

4 Stouppe, Religion des Hollandois, 69. 

'S Thid. 65-6. 
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'T Brun, Véritable religion des Hollandois, 165-6. 
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‘Elsewhere in Holland—except Alkmaar and Hoorn---Catholics generally 
formed a-smaller proportion of the population. In some cities, such as 
Leiden where they approached 20 per cent by 1700; or. Rotterdam where the 
Catholic population has been estimated at 16 per cent,”° proportions were 
not vastly less than at Amsterdam and Haarlem. But in Delft, in 1700, 


TABLE 36. Reformed, Lutheran, Remonstrant, and Catholic. baptisms at 
Amsterdam, 1631-1700 


t 


Decade Reformed* Lutherans Remonstrants Catholics Total” 


1631/40 36,047 7,600 483 320 41,450 
1641/50 44,543 11,878 646 1,512 58,573 
1651/60 36,979 ‘11,947 607 1,989 51,522 
1661/70 41,060 13,025 463 6,153 60,701 
1671/80 40,934 12,520 592 9,535 63,581 
1681/90 41,043 11,700 565 12,027 65,335 
1691/1700 =. 43,618 11,778 506 15,031 70,933 


" Including Walloons and Huguenots. 
Source. Nusteling, Welvaart en werkgelegenheid, 237. 


TABLE 37. Protestant and Catholic baptisms 
at Leiden, 1640-1700 


Decade Protestant Catholic Total 


1640/49 20,777 217 20,994 
1650/59 19,103 1,526 20,329 
1660/69 —-20,553 3,063 23,613 
1670/79 17,082 2,985 20,167 
1680/89 18,307 3,714 22,021 
1690/99 16,915 3,628 20,541 


Source: Posthumus, Geschiedenis, iii. 880. 


Catholics amounted to only about 9 per cent of the population;” and in 
Dordrecht and Enkhuizen (where, as late as 1656, Catholics still lived ‘sub 
persecutione’) less still. The report of 1656 tells us that there were only a few 
hundred Catholics in the towns, and districts, of Schoonhoven and Oude- 
water. Certainly there were parts of the Holland countryside, notably 
between Leiden and Gouda, and between Haarlem and Hoorn, where there 
were substantial numbers of Catholics. But there were also areas with very 
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few. On the South Holland islands of Goeree and Overvlakee there'were-no 
more than. a. few hundred Catholics.* According to Brun, a more reliable 
source than Stouppe, The Hague in 1675 had a total population of 30,000, 
of whom only 4,000 were Catholics. Thus, when De la. Court,.in his 
Aanwysinge, held that, even if Catholics were hostile to the Republic, they 
could not seriously threaten its security, amounting at most to 20 per cent 
of the population,™ he would seem to have been reckoning by what he knew 
of his own city, Leiden, giving an estimate which was, in fact, too high, for 
the territory of the Seven Provinces as a whole. 

Outside Holland and Utrecht, Catholicism was generally weaker. Accord- 
ing to Brun, in Zeeland there were practically no Catholics. In fact, 
Catholicism did have some strength at and around Goes but, with the 
exception of South Beveland, there were, indeed, remarkably few Catholics 
in Zeeland.” In Friesland, the Catholic Church benefited from the substan- 
tial number of Catholic nobles. Nevertheless, the number of: priests in the 
province, twenty-eight in 1640, still remained at twenty-eight in 1689, while 
Catholic numbers were static or declining, amounting in the late seventeenth 
century to about ro per cent of the population.” Their distribution was 
uneven, however, and here accessibility may have been decisive. Catholic 
strength lay especially in the south-west corner of Friesland, the area most 
easily reached by missionaries coming from Holland, and in the towns, 
especially Leeuwarden, Harlingen, Sneek, and Bolsward. By contrast, 
north of the line Harlingen-Franeker-Leeuwarden, there were practically 
no Catholics. 

In most of the east Catholicism was weaker still. In the 1650s Zwolle was 
alone among the Overijssel towns in having a comparatively large Catholic 
minority combined with a level of civic toleration comparable with 
Holland.”’ But, even in Zwolle, where in 1656 there were ‘at least 1,200 
‘Catholics’, they constituted under 20 per cent of the population. At 
Deventer and Kampen, active repression continued and Catholic numbers 
remained meagre. At Kampen, reportedly, there were ‘scarcely 500 Catho- 
lics’, barely one-twelfth of the populace. Groningen still had a substantial 
Catholic community, estimated at around 2,000, but this represented at 
most 10 per cent of the city’s population and, here again, civic policy was 
intolerant. Zutphen remained a stronghold of Calvinist intolerance, Catho- 


™ Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, xi. 67, 70. 
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lics there, in 1656, numbering ‘around 400” and ‘enjoying minimal freedom 
of: exercise’.* Arnhem, during the third quarter of the century, was more 
liberal, yet the:Catholic population was.estimated to have amounted, in the 
1660s, to only about 15 per cent of the total.*® Moreover, if Catholicism was 
generally weak in the towns of the eastern provinces, in much of the 
countryside, including the Ommelands, Drenthe, the Veluwe, and the 
Vollenhove and Salland quarters of Overijssel, the old Church had been 
largely eliminated. 

Owing to their weakness in the eastern areas the Catholic hierarchy were 
forced, during the period of the French occupation (1672-4), to proceed 
cautiously.. Louis XIV ordered the cathedral at Utrecht and main churches 
of Arnhem, Nijmegen, Zutphen, Deventer, and Zwolle to be taken from the 
Reformed and reconsecrated for Catholic worship.*° But the other churches, 
in each town, were left in the hands of the Reformed. The policy introduced 
by the French (ironically) was one of general toleration, or ‘religious peace’ 
as it was called, with both Catholic and Reformed churches functioning as 
public churches, provisionally. In towns where no Catholic conventicles had 
been regularly held, and there was no resident priest, as at Rhenen, a priest 
was'now sent:and Catholicism formally established. 

‘Under the French and Munsterite occupation Catholics enjoyed religious 
freedom for the first time since the early 1590s. Nevertheless they kept a low 
profile: Only where local Catholic support was relatively strong, as in the 
cities of Utrecht and Nijmegen, were there signs of popular Catholic 
militancy..At Utrecht there were several incidents in the autumn of 1673, 
with crowds of Catholic youths throwing stones -at the Reformed or 
attacking Reformed churches where services were in progress.’ But else- 
where there was little open friction. 

Not only were Catholics conceded toleration together with the Reformed, 
‘under:the French, so were Lutherans, Remonstrants, and Mennonites. The 
region was given a taste of full toleration but under provisional and 
abnormal circumstances.. No sooner were the French and Munsterite armies 
evacuated, than the forces of intolerance surged back, strong enough to 
effect a general reaction. At Rhenen, Catholic practice was suppressed, 
the priest expelled, and the few Catholics in the town reduced to occa- 
sional contact with Catholic priests residing in the homes of the Catholic 
nobles of south-eastern Utrecht. At Arnhem, by 1677, Catholic priests had 
been expelled and Catholic worship again forbidden. Nor was this mere 

8 Ibid. 211; Frijhoff, Gesch. van Zutphen, 272. 

* Holthuizen-Seegers and Nusteling, ‘Arnhem’, 92. 
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window-dressing. Arnhem was more intolerant in the last than in the third 
quarter of the century, and continued to suppress Catholic worship down 
to around 1720.” Similarly, the raad of Zutphen in 1676 expelled Catholic 
priests from the town and reimposed the pre-1672 ban on Catholic conven- 
ticles, persisting with this policy for several decades.» At Kampen, there 
were also moves, once again, to suppress Remonstrantism:* 

-Nevertheless, the clock could not be turned back altogether andoccasion- 
ally, as at Nijmegen, occupation did prove conducive to greater toleration. 
There is also a wider sense in which the shock of the invasion served to 
advance confessional toleration. The near disintegration of the Dutch army, 
in June 1672, the loss of whole provinces, and peril facing the rest caused a 
surge of emotion among the public, a.form of national feeling which 
expressed itself through special church services for the safety and well-being 
of the state. It was the intense response among the:ordinary public, and 
militias, in the summer of 1672,.as much as anything, which saved the 
Republic from collapse. Already before the invasion the populace of 
Utrecht crowded into the city’s principal churches to attend special services 
and sermons.* In Delft, twice-weekly special services were laid on .on 
weekdays to pray for the saving of the Republic, which drew crowds large 
enough for the consistory to consider using the. city’s two main churches 
simultaneously.*° 

This emotional tide, on the one hand, fed anti-Catholic: sentiment. 
Reformed resentment. of Catholic behaviour, in' 1672, was intense. The 
Catholics of Nijmegen, according to Brun, welcomed the French as they had 
the Munsterites, in 1666, with open arms, displaying a ‘rage furieuse contre 
ceux de la religion’, revering Louis XIV as a Messiah come to save the 
Catholic faith.*” But at the same time, it was noticed that other Churches 
were as stirred by the peril as the Reformed, and no less demonstrative of 
their commitment to the Republic. In one case, the Jews’ patriotic conduct 
in 1672 was subsequently used as a justification for toleration. Stouppe laid 
special stress on Dutch toleration of Jews as part of his campaign of 
disparagement. Brun, in reply, cited the special services the Jews held in 
their synagogues in 1672, and their prayers ‘pour le salut du pais’, remarking 
that he wished that all native-born. Christians had proved. ‘aussi bons 
patriotes’ as the Jews: 

¥ Holthuizen-Seegers and Nusteling, ‘Arnhem’, 70, 92, 97. 

% GA Zutphen Ist afd. 1/20. res. raad 28 Nov. 1676. 

™* GA Kampen kerkeraad 13, fo. 28. res. 1 May 1674. 

% GA Utrecht kerkeraad 10. res. 4 May 1672. 

* GA Delft kerkeraad 7, res. 13, 20, 27 June 1672. 
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The response of the Mennonites was also widely noted. They could pray 
for the saving of the state if not (owing to their beliefs) the success of its 
arms. They too sought to show their solidarity. For all the restrictions which 
the Republic heaped upon them, it still gave Anabaptists greater freedom 
than they. enjoyed anywhere else. At Groningen, the Zaan, and Deventer, 
Mennonites raised large sums for the war effort.»® In Friesland, the Men- 
nonite community informed the: States, at a time when the Amsterdam 
Exchange was paralysed, the normal money market had dried up, and it 
seemed the Republic itself might soon be overthrown, that they would 
willingly advance funds but also wanted some amelioration of their posi- 
tion.® The Frisian States took up the loan at the relatively low rate of 4 per 
cent interest. In return Mennonites were accorded formal toleration in 
Friesland and exemption on grounds of conscience from auxiliary duties 
connected with military operations. As Huber noted, this was a turning- 
point in the. history of toleration in Friesland.*' Anabaptist churches built 
after 1672 in Friesland were still ‘hidden churches’ in the sense of being 
discreetly tucked away, behind other buildings, and constructed so as not to 
look like churches. But now, in place of the harassment and uncertainty of 
the past, the Mennonites were a recognized Church in the province. 


WILLIAM III] AND THE CHURCHES 


Confessionalization, toleration, the balance between Churches and theologi- 
cal streams, are fundamental social and intellectual processes which we do 
not normally associate with particular personalities. Yet while the play of 
social and intellectual forces sets the scene and. largely determines what 
follows, the outcome can also be influenced by key personages, in the Dutch 
context ‘particularly. Stadholders: and Pensionaries of Holland. De Witt 
personally was a factor in the liberalization of the 1650s and 1660s, building 
on foundations laid by William the Silent, Oldenbarnevelt, and Frederik 
Hendrik. .De .la Court: considered. William the Silent still relevant to the 
ideological debates of the 1660s because: he had striven for.toleration, and 
accommodation between the Churches, and this was widely known to the 
man in the street. States party writers, after 1650, found little good to say 
about Maurits, or William II, both of whom had demonstrated how great 
a change in politics and general culture,-as well as religion, ensued when the 
Stadholder took sides with the Calvinist orthodox, but respected Frederik 
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Hendrik for reverting to the tolerant principles. of William the Silent.” 
Voetians, by contrast, hoped that Frederik. Hendrik’s policy was an aberra- 
tion which would never recur. With the overthrow of De Witt,.and-accession 
to power of William III, in. 1672, Voetians congratulated themselves that a 
new era of confessional:and ‘social discipline was at hand. But, as it turned 
out, they were to be disappointed. The new Stadholder did not develop into 
another Maurits, or William II, as regards confessional issues but another 
Frederik Hendrik.* 

The forces of intolerance enjoyed their best opportunity to reverse the 
trend towards toleration, in the years following the Revocation. of the Edict 
of Nantes (1685). This was a time of mounting Catholic—Protestant tension 
in Europe, more marked in Britain than in the United Provinces, but evident 
in the latter too.“ The resurgence of anti-Catholic sentiment, in reaction to 
persecution of the Huguenots, in France, pervaded the entire religious and 
intellectual climate of the Republic.“ It.was further intensified by the influx 
of preachers and other Huguenots into the Republic, many of whom 
adopted a militantly anti-Catholic tone in their preaching and pamphlets,“ 
intent on arousing the United Provinces to. an “English: fury against 
Catholics’. 

Many Dutch Reformed were alarmed by the coincidence of the new 
persecution in France, and Savoy, with the accession of the devoutly 
Catholic monarch, James II, in Britain, and a Catholic line to the formerly 
Calvinist electorate of the Palatinate. The consistories pressed the town 
councils to become alert to the rising Catholic threat m Europe, urging the 
need to cut back the freedom allowed to Catholics at. home.*’ There was 
talk, as in England, of an international Catholic conspiracy aimed at the 
destruction of Protestantism. Pressure for action against Catholics, and 
especially the expulsion of Jesuits and foreign-born priests from the Repub- 
lic, and suppression of Catholic schools, built up amongst the public and 
consistories, to the point where the regents conceded that Catholic freedom 
should now be curbed. The Leiden vroedschap voted to support anti-Cath- 
olic moves in the States, in August 1685, Delft a few months later.” By 
September 1687 there was a majority in the States for a general. placard 
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aimed at curtailing toleration of Catholicism, and expelling Jesuits and 
other ‘regular clergy’, leaving only the ‘seculars’, a step which, if enforced, 
would have halved the number of Catholic priests in the province.*° Nor was 
the upsurge of anti-Catholic sentiment by any means confined to Holland. 
There was a fierce outbreak of anti-Catholic rioting, in Leeuwarden, in July 
1687. 

Holland’s anti-Catholic placard was in an advanced stage of preparation, 
and would have been adopted by the States, had not .William III intervened 
to stop it.5’ On this and, as the French ambassador admitted, also other 
occasions, William III played a decisive. role in thwarting the forces of 
intolerance while simultaneously making use, for his own purposes, of 
Protestant fervour. By tilting the balance in the Republic—and from 1688 
also in Britain—in favour of toleration, at a.crucial moment, the Stadholder 
exerted an appreciable impact on the entire Dutch confessional and cultural 
scene. Partly he acted. out: of personal. conviction. But defending and 
widening toleration in the United Provinces—and Britain—was also essen- 
tial to the Prince’s overall European strategy. For the success. of his efforts 
to check the power of Louis XIV and make the United Provinces secure 
depended on his being able to form a Catholic—Protestant coalition against 
France and, in particular, retain the support of Spain and the Emperor.* 

While the Stadholder, and Holland’s Pensionary, Caspar Fagel, steadfastly 
opposed. any general change,:some local measures against Catholics were 
taken and the synods and '‘consistories kept up the pressure to reduce 
toleration.. At-Leiden, the Jesuits. were expelled, with several other priests, in 
November 1685.°3 When the. anti-Catholic mood was at its height, in 1687, 
the North and:South Holland Synods sent a delegation to Orange to urge 
him to assist the passage of the placard ‘against all regular priests whether 
Franciscans, Jesuits, or of whatever order they may be’. Characteristically, 
he suggested, instead, that Reformed preachers in Holland should stress, in 
their sermons, how. grave’ was the peril confronting Protestant Europe. 
William sought to deflect. the. anti-Catholic pressure away from intolerance 
in‘a direction he considered useful for his international political strategy. 

The recrudescence of anti-Catholic sentiment in the United Provinces ih 
the years 1683-8 faced Dutch Catholics with an acute dilemma. If some 
prayed for Louis XIV and James II, it. was not in the Catholic interest to 
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appear disloyal. Some Catholics sought to show solidarity with the Republic 
and disapproval of the intolerance of Louis XIV. In the collection in Leiden, 
in December 1685, to raise money to assist Huguenot refugees arriving in 
the town, more than one-third of the 20,000 guilders raised was contributed 
by Churches other than the Reformed, nearly half by Leiden’s Catholics. 
Where the Mennonites collected 13 per cent of the total and the Remon- 
strants 3 per cent, Catholics contributed 16 per cent, .almost exactly 
reflecting their strength within Leiden’s population.» 

As in 1672, the momentousness of 1688 produced a heightened emotional: 
state amongst the Reformed population, and show of support for the 
Republic. At Leiden, there were special services to implore.God to bless the 
‘Fatherland, Reformed. Church, and especially the great and important 
undertaking of the state, and His Highness, the Prince of Orange, in 
England’; these were held twice weekly during the evening, after work, 
through November and December .1688, and drew such crowds that the 
consistory had to use both of Leiden’s principal churches simultaneously. 
At Delft too: there was a massive response.*’ The: regents were eager to 
encourage such fervour but, like the Stadholder, were at the same time 
anxious to avoid aggravating confessional tension. They did not want the 
populace to consider those outside the Reformed Church foes of the state. 
Catholic priests: were assured, by the burgomasters, that they, and their 
congregations, would be protected. Following the eruption of anti-Catholic 
rioting in England, in December 1688 (which was widely reported in the 
Dutch press), the States of Holland instructed the burgomasters in the towns 
to warn the consistories there must be no stirring up of anti-Catholic feeling 
in sermons delivered in the Reformed churches, so that, as the Amsterdam 
burgomasters put-it, no one listening to the preachers could claim ‘this state 
had begun a war of religion against the Roman Church’.* 

- It. was not just:.a question of preventing incitement to anti-Catholic 
agitation within the Republic. The lesser Churches were urged to demon- 
strate their solidarity with the Republic in its hour of need. At Haarlem, the 
burgomasters asked the preachers, and consistories, of the Remonstrant, 
Mennonite, and :Lutheran communities to hold services for the state and 
explain the momentousness of the occasion to their congregations.» The 
Portuguese Jews.at Amsterdam put on special services for the success of 
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Stadholder and States General in their invasion of England, publishing a 
Dutch translation of their prayer for the state so: that the public should 
know its content. Also-noticed was the financial assistance given by Baron 
Lopes Suasso and other Sephardi Jewish financiers during the months the 
invasion armada was being prepared.© One States party writer later pointed 
out that, in 1688, Jewish financiers had done more to help the Dutch state 
than Christian businessmen." ' 

The Mennonites rallied likewise while, again, also seeking to bolster 
toleration. Their leaders had long been alarmed by the effect of the 
accusation, spread by the Reformed, that they were harbourers of ‘Soci- 
nians’. They wanted the greater sense of security that would come with an 
easing of confessional tensions.. The Anabaptist preachers, and deacons, of 
Amsterdam and Zaandam collectively wrote to Fagel, praising the famous 
open letter on toleration, Letter to Mr Stewart, which William III and Fagel 
had published for distribution in Britain, expressing pleasure at the Stad- 
holder’s support for ‘freedom of conscience’ and asking Fagel to advance 
toleration further by stopping. Reformed preachers’ attacks on Mennonites 
as ‘Socinians’.” The Mennonite.authorities professed no complaint against 
‘good and moderate’ Reformed preachers who did not molest them but 
greatly feared the vehemence of hardliners, in the tradition of Petrus de 
Witte (1622-69), a preacher active at Delft and Leiden, who had attributed 
the great gunpowder explosion of Delft, in 1654, to God’s anger at the 
town’s immorality and who, in 1661, had published a blistering attack on 
‘Socinians’ and crypto-Socinians. The Mennonite authorities stressed their 
support for the Republic and its intervention in England, urging Fagel to 
muzzle the Calvinist militants and, thus, enable Mennonites to enjoy the 
‘priceless freedom’ which formed the ‘foundation of this illustrious Republic 
from its beginning’. 


JANSENISM AND ANTI-JANSENISM 


The formidable reaction against the Jesuits and other Catholic regular 
clergy in the Republic in the 1680s encouraged the shift, already noticeable 
earlier among sections of Dutch Catholicism, towards a more ‘national’ 
attitude, adjusting to the specific context and institutions of the United 
Provinces under. the leadership of their own local hierarchy, based. in 
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Utrecht, and therefore separated from the south Netherlands and also 
increasingly. Jansenist in theology, moral attitudes, and views about the 
governance of the Church. During the second quarter of the century, 
Jansenism developed into a powerful current within the Missio Hollandica, 
tending towards accommodation with the secular authorities in the north, 
rejecting direction from Brussels and Minster, and antagonistic to ultra- 
montanism in Church affairs—as well as to Louis XIV. 

Jansenism is: named after the Hollander Cornelis Jansen (1585-1638), a 
native of Leerdam who attended the Latin school at Utrecht before:studying 
at Leuven. Later he rose to become seventh bishop of Ieper. His famous 
book, the Augustinus, from which the movement named after: him stems, 
though only published. after his: death, in 1640, from then on had.a 
far-reaching impact. It expounded an austere, pessimistic doctrine of Grace 
and will, based on Augustine, which directly clashed with the teaching: of 
influential sections of the Church, especially that of the Jesuits, and provided 
a basis for a severe, inward-orientated approach to piety critical of what 
Jansenists ‘deemed the excessive emphasis frequently placed on outward 
forms of devotion and veneration of images and saints. The theological 
furore surrounding Jansen’s views rapidly spread beyond the borders of the 
Spanish Netherlands. Although Jansenism as a theological stream was to 
remain largely confined to the Low Countries and France (where Louis XIV 
emerged as its foremost adversary), ‘the quarrel between Jansenists and 
Jesuits over whether Jansen’s doctrines should be condemned by the Church 
soon spilled over to the papal court, Madrid, and later also Vienna. 

By the mid-1640s, the Catholic Church in the Spanish Netherlands was 
deeply split over Jansenism and at all levels, including the episcopate.“ The 
archbishop of Mechelen in the years 1621-55, Jacobus Boon, primate of the 
Church in the south, had long been an admirer of Jansenius—as he was 
called—as had the bishop of Ghent, Antonie Triest (1622-57), a stern 
disciplinarian and one of the leading figures of the Counter-Reformation in 
the south Netherlands since the time of Albert and Isabella. Jansenius’ 
successor at leper was also a Jansenist. By contrast, other bishops were 
fiercely anti-Jansenist, not least the bishop of Antwerp, Gaspar Nemius 
(1634-51), and his successor, Marinus. Ambrose Capello. (1654-76). This 
doubtless contributed to the absence of Jansenist influence at Breda, which 
was within the see of Antwerp, though it should be noted that the Catholics 
of the Generality Lands, being outside the Missio Hollandica, and sullen 
towards the Republic, were generally much less responsive to Jansenism 
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than Catholics north of the rivers. Of the south’s two universities, Leuven 
was predominantly pro-Jansenist, Douai firmly anti-Jansenist. 

During the 1650s, there was a marked reaction against Jansenism, backed 
by some cardinals at Rome and the Spanish court as well as the most 
notable governor of the Spanish Netherlands after the Cardinal-Infante, the 
Austrian Habsburg Archduke Leopold Wilhelm (1647-56), a pupil of the 
Jesuits as well as soldier, dabbler.in alchemy, and passionate collector of 
art. In 1651, the see of Roermond, having long been left vacant, was filled 
with Andries Creusen, a leader of the anti-Jansenist campaign, who in 1655 
was nominated to succeed. Boon as archbishop of Mechelen. The Holy 
Office banned a long list of Jansenist literature including the Lettres 
provinciales of Blaise Pascal. In May 1656, the Spanish monarch instructed 
his new governor of the south Netherlands, his illegitimate son, Don Juan 
José, to ‘proceed to extinguish this new doctrine of the Jansenistas and avoid 
promoting to high ecclesiastical office those who are reported to defend, or 
be inclined to, the teachings of Jansenism’.~ In December 1656, the 
monument to Jansenius in the cathedral at Ieper was demolished by the 
authorities, to the distress of much of the citizenry. 

Nevertheless, neither Papacy, nor Spanish Crown, wholeheartedly backed 

the anti-Jansenist campaign, and during the 1660s it slackened in the south 
Netherlands just as it gathered momentum in France. In the longer run, the 
hesitation of the Papacy, and mounting friction between the Papacy and 
Louis, as well as between Louis and Spain, meant that its enemies were 
unable to. eradicate Jansenism from the bosom of the Church and a long 
and bruising conflict continued in France, the Spanish Netherlands, and the 
north Netherlands alike. 
_, The Jesuits and most regulars in the north, like those in the south, were 
staunchly anti-Jansenist and formed a large part of the clergy in the area of 
the Missio Hollandica. But there had long been some tension north of the 
rivers between seculars and regulars as the latter, being subject to provin- 
cials in Brussels, and the Jesuit General in Rome, were less willing to defer 
to the Vicar Apostolic in Utrecht, and the leadership of the secular clergy 
of the Missio, than the local priesthood. From the outset jurisdictional 
disputes regarding the status and powers of the Missio, and its Vicar 
Apostolic, were a key factor in the battle between Dutch Jansenism and 
anti-Jansenism. . 

It was especially under the vicariate apostolic of Johannes van Neercassel 
(1661-86)—a Hollander from Gorcum and friend of such leading French 
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Jansenists as Antoine Arnauld and ‘Pasquier Quesnel—that Jansenist theo- 
logy spread wide and deep throughout the Missio, and the shift towards an 
accommodation between Dutch Catholicism -and the secular authorities, 
spurred by the friction between seculars and regulars, took place. Neer- 
cassel frequently complained to Rome about the obstruction he encountered 
in running the Missio, from the Jesuits and their Dominican and Franciscan 
allies, and, in 1670, travelled to Rome in person to defend himself against 
Jesuit accusations. During the 1680s, bitter local quarrels between Jansenists 
and anti-Jansenists erupted in several main centres of Dutch Catholicism, 
not least Delft, where Antoine Arnauld himself sought refuge in the years 
1682-4 and where, even before that, Jansenism exerted a growing in- 
fluence.* The regents of Holland and Utrecht, for their part, seeing that 
Jansenists showed more deference for the authority of the States than their 
adversaries and were less prone to inculcate hostility to the Republic, and 
nurturing as they did a traditional dislike of Jesuits, tended to favour the 
Jansenists—and all the more so for their having incurred the wrath of Louis 
XIV. 

It is true that during the French occupation Neercassel (successor of 
Vicars Apostolic who had never formally accepted the legitimacy of the 
United Provinces or had dealings with the Dutch state, or provinces) 
showed an unseemly willingness to collaborate with Louis XIV.® He had 
allegedly wanted Louis to restore the archbishopric of Utrecht, as it had 
been under Philip II, with himself as archbishop—a change which, however, 
was sure to be opposed by Spain and likely to be blocked by the Papacy. 
When the French evacuated Utrecht, Neercassel departed also, albeit partly 
through fear of an eruption of popular anti-Catholic violence. But after 
1673 he rapidly discarded his former deference for Louis and finding the 
authorities in the Spanish Netherlands unsympathetic, sought refuge in 
‘Huissen, a’ locality enclaved within Gelderland, and part of the Missio 
Hollandica, but conveniently part of Cleves-Mark and outside the Republic, 
a place where the Elector of Brandenburg permitted the open practice of 
Catholicism. By this means, he adroitly showed his neutrality as between 
Louis XIV and the Republic (as well as Spain).” At Huissen, Neercassel 
wrote his Amor Poenitens, an uncompromisingly Jansenist work sub- 
sequently much assailed by the Jesuits. After the French evacuated Gelder- 
land and Overijssel, Neercassel radically changed the political orientation of 
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the Missio, responding to: William III’s evident desire to detach Dutch 
Catholicism from its tutelage to France; for the first time, negotiating a 
formal modus vivendi with the Republic. From 1675 onwards, Neercassel 
exercised his office as Vicar Apostolic, supervising and touring the Dutch 
Catholic Church, with the formal consent of the Dutch state.7' 

This in itself helped exacerbate the now traditional friction between the 
mainly Dutch secular clergy, on the one hand, and the regular clergy and 
Jesuits, who were chiefly south Netherlanders and foreigners,” on the other. 
And this, in turn, encouraged the impulse within the Dutch Catholic Church 
towards a Jansenist stance. During the years Arnauld resided in Delft, 
Neercassel not only assisted him but enabled him to cultivate contacts with 
Dutch priests. The intellectual ties formed in the early 1680s between:a 
generation of younger priests, with Arnauld and Quesnel, greatly enhanced 
Jansenist influence in north Netherlands Catholicism and helped lay the 
basis for the full-scale schism which split the Dutch Church in the eighteenth 
century (see pp. 1034-7 below). 

In the 1690s, Quesnel emerged as the chief figure in . international 
Jansenism and a hardening, even radicalization, of Jansenist attitudes, both 
in theology and with respect to papal and episcopal authority, set im, 
affecting both Dutch and south Netherlands Catholicism as well as the 
situation in France. This later Jansenism, or Quesnelism, came to. be reviled 
by its opponents as virtually a form of crypto-Calvinism within the Church. 
At the same time, there began a new general offensive against Jansenism 
in. the Spanish. Netherlands, in France, and at Rome, which culminated. in 
the pontificate-of the uncompromisingly. ultramontane Pope Clemens XI 
(1700-21). 


THE WANING OF THE LESSER CHURCHES 


The anti-Catholic and anti-Socinian campaign of the 1680s lost its momen- 
tum after 1689. From around 1690 the trend towards a more tolerant and 
flexible.society: resumed. Nevertheless, the lesser Churches were still subject 
to: numerous ‘restrictions. The Reformed Church, backed by: the States 
General, and :the provincial and civic governments, still exercised an 
overwhelming superiority over its rivals in public life, education, publishing, 
welfare, and preaching to large congregations. It was a situation in which 
the tendency to conform to the public Church proved stronger than any 
tendency, encouraged by growing toleration, to dissent. The Republic was 
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not in reality an open arena in which rival religions were continually gaining 
more adherents, and a higher profile: On the contrary, the trend was chiefly 
the other way, with diversity diminishing and the Reformed Church steadily 
making progress in confessionalizing the Dutch populace. 

In terms of confessionalizing the native-born Dutch population, only the 
Reformed Church and Catholics made headway. Support for the Collegi- 
ants, Quakers, and other new ‘sects’ grew, for a time, in Amsterdam and 
Rotterdam but failed to extend to any great degree elsewhere. ‘Sortez hors 
d’Amsterdam, de Leyden et de Rotterdam, ot il y a quelques sectaires,’ 
observed Brun, ‘vous en trouverez fort peu ailleurs. Dans les villages il n’y 
en a presque point, si ce n’est quelque peu d’Anabaptistes. Pour ce qui est 
des: Luthériens, Borellistes et d’autres je ne crois pas que le nom y soit 
connu.’?? Dutch Quakerism grew until around 1700 and then waned.” 

Especially striking is the precipitate decline of the Remonstrants. This had 
begun with the repression of 1618-19 and had already progressed quite far 
by the 1630s. But even if we exclude developments before the Remonstrants 
were able to organize as a separate Church, in the 1630s, it is clear that this 
Church subsequently failed to retain, let.alone increase, its following in 
Dutch society.” In many outlying towns and places where Remonstrantism 
had once been strong, opposition to the public Church waned rapidly 
during the 1630s and 1640s. Voetius remarked, in his farewell address.to the 
Reformed congregation at Heusden, in August 1634, that whereas the town 
had formerly been deeply divided between ‘Arminians’ and ‘Gomarists’, in 
recent years the ‘pure Word of God’ had prevailed and many former 
Remonstrants become good Counter-Remonstrants.” Outside of Holland, 
Remonstrantism survived in the last third of the century,-in isolated pockets 
at Kampen, Leeuwarden, Harlingen, Dokkum, and Nijmegen, and also at 
Friedrichstadt, in Schleswig, but scarcely anywhere else. Huber remarked, 
in the 1680s, that the Dokkum Remonstrants had declined noticeably in 
recent years.” Although Remonstrantism still evinced some strength in 
Gouda, Leiden, The Hague,:and one or two other Holland towns, it cannot 
be said that Brun’s claim that the “Arminiens ne se trouvent qu’a Amster- 
dam et 4 Rotterdam; ailleurs le nombre en est presque imperceptible’ was 
essentially. untrue.” At Amsterdam, Remonstrant numbers held steady, 
initially, but, from the 1650s, showed a clear downwards trend: in. both 
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relative:and absolute terms.” It can even be argued that Dutch toleration, 
as it developed in post-1630 Amsterdam, condemned Remonstrantism to 
decline, by confining Remonstrant worship to one inconspicuous ‘hidden 
church’, thereby syphoning off pressure from Remonstrants for freedom of 
worship, but denying them scope for confessionalizing large numbers. 
Amsterdam’s toleration of the Remonstrants after 1630 was thus, in a way, 
a form of concealed intolerance which progressively marginalized the 
Remonstrant Church. Even more striking was the decay of the much larger 
Remonstrant congregation at Rotterdam. There the community seems to 
have held steady until 1672 but then suffered an accelerating decline during 
the last part of the century.” The Rotterdam Remonstrant community was 
still about 7,000 strong in 1670, slightly larger than the Catholic community, 
representing virtually one-sixth of the population. By 1700, they were down 
to around 6,000, less:than one-eighth of the total, and already substantially 
smaller than Rotterdam’s Catholic population. 

The Mennonites too were declining.*' They were an older Church than the 
Remonstrants and had long formed a substantial part of the population in 
Holland, Utrecht, Friesland, and Groningen. There were Anabaptists also 
in other provinces, with a substantial following in the north-west corner of 
Overijssel in and around Blokzijl and Giethoorn. Although, after 1673, the 
Mennonites: were an officially tolerated Church in Friesland, and found 
greater acceptance in Holland, they still laboured under substantial disad- 
vantages. A particular problem for the Anabaptists was their reliance on 
preachers, and guidance, from within the Republic. Unlike the Catholics, 
Lutherans, and Jews, they had:no: major centres of authority and learning 
outside the Republic, but nearby, from which they could draw sustenance. 
They had only limited access-to educational facilities, and the press, and it 
was also difficult for them to establish new: congregations where they had 
had none before, owing to resistance from the public Church and local 
authorities. Anabaptist efforts to spread their presence in Overijssel in the 
1660s, especially in the districts of Enschede and Hengelo, met with vigorous 
opposition. 

As a rule Dutch Anabaptism failed to establish a presence during the 
seventeenth century: where it had not previously gained a foothold in the 
sixteenth. At the same time, there was a clear tendency for the Anabaptist 
communities to weaken, during the second half of the seventeenth century, 
even in their foremost centres. At Haarlem, one of the principal Mennonite 
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centres in Holland, they accounted for some 15 per cent of the city’s 
population around 1620. With the suppression of Remonstrantism, after 
1619, the Mennonites, as well as Catholics and Lutherans, received former 
Remonstrants.™ But later in the century they began to decline, amounting 
to less than 11 per cent of the city’s population by 1707. 

In Friesland the Anabaptists lost ground in both town and countryside. 
In. the late sixteenth century, the Anabaptists may have amounted to as 
much as 20 per cent of the total population. In 1666 there. were approxi- 
mately 20,000 Anabaptists.in Friesland, living in seventy-two communities, 
representing about 13 per cent of the population. During the middle decades 
of the seventeenth century, Anabaptists were still a larger grouping in 
Friesland than the Catholics.“ Yet, despite the failure of the Catholic 
Church to grow in Friesland, shrinkage of Mennonite numbers led event 
ually, around the middle of the eighteenth century, to the Catholics 
supplanting them as the second largest church grouping in the province. 

-A remarkable feature of the Dutch confessional scene in the late seven- 
teenth century was the continued failure ofthe Lutheran Church to make 
any real impact:on the Dutch populace, despite the proximity of Lutheran 
states in Germany and the large number of German and: Scandinavian 
Lutheran immigrants. Official hostility. was still a factor, especially outside 
the main towns of Holland. At Zutphen, Lutherans, mostly members of the 
garrison, held conventicles in the 1650s but were-not permitted to invite 
‘Lutheran preachers from outside to hold formal services. What the raad was 
afraid of was precisely that. Lutheranism might appeal to sections of the 
native populace. In. July 1668, German officers at Zutphen were given 
permission to organize a service, with a. Lutheran preacher from outside, 
provided they did so without publicity and- without ‘admitting any inhabi- 
tants’.*5:Only with the French: occupation, in 1672, did the Lutherans of 
Zutphen gain the freedom to organize and only in 1681 did they acquire 
their first resident preacher. At Groningen the picture was similar. After 
1672, there was no further ‘repression of Lutheran conventicles.in the city 
but it was not until 1687 that the raad finally legalized Lutheran worship.” 
The first Lutheran churches were built in Zutphen only in 1693, and in 
Groningen.in 1696. In Overijssel only Zwolle was relatively tolerant towards 
Lutherans (as well as Catholics), allowing :them to form a congregation 
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in 1649.°7 At Deventer, Lutheran worship was forbidden until 1672 but, 
after the establishment of a:Lutheran community during the Munsterite 
occupation, permitted after 1674. 

Friesland was another province where toleration of Lutheranism arose 
grudgingly: and late. A petition for freedom of worship submitted to the 
Franeker university senate, in 1650, by thirty-one German and Scandina- 
vian students, was refused. Lutheran conventicles formed at Harlingen, 
which had close links with Norway and the Baltic, and Leeuwarden, around 
1660. But the petition of the Leeuwarden. Lutherans for permission to build 
a church, :in 1668, was rejected.” The first Lutheran church to be built in 
Friesland was completed at Harlingen only in 1669. The city of Leeuwarden 
formally extended toleration to the Lutherans only in 1681. 

In Holland the main limitation was the ban imposed by the States, in 
1624, on Lutheranism in the countryside. By and large, except at Bode- 
graven and at Zaandam, the ban remained effective. Zaandam provides an 
interesting example of the limited character of Dutch toleration during the 
Golden Age, since it was not only a key industrial zone but, through its busy 
timber trade, had close links with Lutheran lands. Zaandam’s Lutherans, 
however, met with persistent obstruction. When they began building a 
church and school in West Zaandam, in 1644, the classis. of Haarlem 
complained to the Hof of Holland, which led to the States reissuing their 
general placard forbidding Lutheran worship in the countryside.” The 
Lutheran church was temporarily closed, in 1652. The general ban was 
reissued, again with specific reference to Zaandam, in 1655. Complaints 
continued down to the 1680s. By contrast, most of the Holland towns did 
tolerate Lutheran worship from the early seventeenth century onwards but 
even here there were exceptions. Dordrecht with its Rhine trade refused 
permission for a Lutheran church until as late as 1689. 

Like the Lutherans, the Jews increased in numbers owing to immigration 
and, again like the Lutherans, mostly from Germany. The Sephardic or 
‘Portuguese’ Jewish community in Amsterdam grew rapidly whilst the 
overseas trading system was at its height, in the period 1647-72, but scarcely 
increased thereafter. Moreover, though it remained more important in 
finance and overseas commerce than the German Jewish community, it 
was comparatively small, attaining a maximum of about 3,000, in the 
late seventeenth century. By contrast, the much poorer German Jewish 
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community began to grow rapidly from the last quarter of the seventeenth 
century onwards, both in Amsterdam and in the Republic more generally. 

By 1672, German Jewish communities were firmly established in Rotter- 
dam, Amersfoort, and Leeuwarden, as well as Amsterdam, and there were 
also small Sephardic congregations.in Middelburg, Rotterdam, Amersfoort, 
Maarssen, Nijkerk, and The Hague, as well as Amsterdam. Yet many-towns 
and rural areas in the Republic continued to exclude both German and 
Sephardic Jews. The city of Groningen did not finally lift its ban on Jewish 
settlement until 1711, that of Utrecht not until 1789, and Deventer not until 
the 1790s.” Among the Gelderland towns, only Nijmegen permitted: Jews to 
settle in the late seventeenth century, Arnhem permitting this only after. the 
town became confessionally more liberal! in the 1720s. In Leiden, Haarlem, 
and Delft Jewish settlement was not permitted until the 1720s and 1730s. At 
Amsterdam the Portuguese and German Jewish communities were in rough 
balance by 1700, totalling around 6,000, representing about 3 per cent of 
the city’s population. The Jewish population of the United Provinces grew 
steadily after 1648 but only in a handful of localities and, even then, often 
under stringent restrictions, 


CHURCH POLITICS IN THE GENERALITY LANDS 


An entirely different confessional situation prevailed in the Generality 
Lands, where the bulk of the populace remained staunchly loyal to the 
Catholic Church. Here it was not the provincial governments and town 
councils which determined church policy but the States General and Raad 
van State. Yet the Generality’s attitude to confessional matters in the 
Generality Lands was decided collectively by the Seven Provinces, and 
especially Holland, so that it is not surprising to find similarities, in policy 
towards dissenting Churches, between the situation in the Generality Lands 
and that in the Seven Provinces. 

The only districts where public practice of the. Catholic faith was per- 
mitted—on the basis of the States General’s decree of 1632 (see p. 515 
above)—were Maastricht and the Overmaas. As a consequence, the confes- 
sional situation there differed radically from that in the rest of the Gener- 
ality Lands. Maastricht was the one city in the Republic where many 
churches, and much property, remained in Catholic hands, where Catholic 
education and monastic life flourished. As a result, there were incomparably 
more Catholic priests there—in 1662, no fewer than 515 parish clergy and 
‘regulars —than anywhere else in the Republic, indeed more than in all the 


® Reijnders, Van ‘Joodsche Natién’, 135,143. 


Confessionalization 659 


rest put together.*' For in the whole of the Dutch Catholic Mission—that is 
the Republic, minus the Generality Lands—there were only 379 priests, as 
late as 1701, and thirty-six of those were in the adjoining German territories 
of Lingen and Cleves.” Most of Maastricht’s population adhered to the old 
faith, regarding Protestants as foreigners and occupiers. Even so, owing to 
the garrison—and the flight there, after 1633, of groups of German 
Calvinists—the Reformed community was substantial, amounting in the late 
seventeenth century to as much as 20 per cent of the total. The Raad van 
State undoubtedly wished. to weaken the Catholic character of both city and 
hinterland but, remarkably, did not seek to achieve this by extending 
toleration to other dissenting Churches. An informal Lutheran community 
existed in Maastricht, from the 16408, but the Synod of Gelderland (which 
was responsible for. maintaining tthe Reformed Church in Maastricht) 
resisted all pressure for a Lutheran church and it was not until the French 
occupation, in 1672, that Lutherans were tolerated in the city.» Even after 
the French evacuation, though Lutherans were no longer obstructed in 
holding conventicles, it was not until 1684 that they were allowed their own 
church. Jews were not. permitted to settle in Maastricht until the 1790s.” 

Elsewhere in the Generality Lands Catholicism was officially forbidden. 
At the time of the definitive annexation of the Meierij to the Republic, in 
1648, Catholicism was driven largely out of sight into private homes and 
makeshift premises, though concealment was often little more than perfunc- 
tory in the countryside, where the Reformed Church had no following 
beyond the soldiery and a few Generality officials.*> In the main towns, there 
was a more substantial Reformed minority. But though the Generality went 
to some lengths to promote the Dutch Reformed Church and its adjunct, 
the Walloon Church, its policy was one of intolerance towards Protestant 
dissenting Churches and Jews. Jews were allowed to settle in States Brabant 
only from the end of the eighteenth century. 

At ’s-Hertogenbosch, Catholic conventicles usually took place undis- 
turbed, except for occasional interference when the Reformed raad deemed 
them excessively large or blatant.” Officials seeking to prevent a gathering 
in a private home, in October 1673, were driven off by an angry crowd. Even 
so, the Catholic situation in ’s-Hertogenbosch, or Breda, differed markedly 
from that.in Maastricht; nor was this merely a question of fewer, and less 
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conspicuous, priests: '’s-Hertogenbosch’s famous Catholic: Latin school was 
suppressed and replaced by one with a. militantly Reformed character;*” 
secondary education for other confessions largely ceased. Intolerance be- 
came. deeply embedded in -the life of the-city. Lutherans were ‘finally 
conceded liberty of worship in 1686. But the community retained a strongly 
German flavour until late in the eighteenth century. 

The question: of Lutheranism in the Generality Lands is of ‘special 
significance given the large numbers of German troops in the garrisons and 
proximity of Lutheran states. The raad of ’s-Hertogenbosch strove (albeit 
without much success) to attract Huguenot immigrants, in the 1680s, but 
never tried to strengthen the Protestant presence by seeking Lutheran 
immigrants.” Only Breda, the city of the Nassaus, continued-the tradition 
of toleration towards Lutheranism-reaching back to the days of William the 
Silent. On recapturing the city from the Spaniards, in 1637, Frederik 
Hendrik reconstituted the Lutheran community, which subsequently 
showed some vitality. But, elsewhere, the Generality followed a policy of 
intolerance, reflecting fear of Lutheranism .as a potential rival to the 
Reformed Church. In. Bergen-op-Zoom Lutherans were unable to organize 
openly until 1698. Grave lacked a Lutheran congregation ‘until well into the 
eighteenth century. In Westerwolde, Lutherans were barred until 1689, 
when William III allowed them a church, close to Winschoten—-where the 
city of Groningen was trying to prevent Lutheranism establishing a foot- 
hold—provided they refrained from ringing bells and all other outward 
signs of ‘public religion’ and gave no offence to the Reformed Church.” 


THE UNITY OF THE PUBLIC CHURCH 


A constant preoccupation of provincial and civic government in the Dutch 
Republic was to safeguard the inner cohesion; and stability, of the public 
Church. For if the Reformed Church-lapsed into turmoil, as it had during 
the Twelve Years Truce, then the entire body politic would be divided and 
society would be at war with itself. 

In this respect, there was more similarity than dissimilarity between the 
two great party-factions, ‘Orangists’ and ‘States’ parties. The rival blocs in 
‘the Dutch Republic did not, of course, resemble modern political parties. 
They were informal groupings, inclined in the one case more, in the other 
less, towards the Stadholder, and his court, with differing views of the 
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Union. and the: nature: of. the Generality. At' the same time they were 
patronage and clientage networks concerned. with control and distribution 
of public offices:and local power: Both party-factions protected the public 
Church, disagreeing only over how much influence to accord the Church in 
public, social, and educational life and how much toleration to the dissent- 
ing Churches. 

In the main Holland towns, civic government, by the 1640s, was mostly 
in the hands of the ‘Arminians’ or States. party-faction. But this does not 
mean that those who stood for. Calvinist orthodoxy had no prospect of 
regaining the upper hand. The attitudes of the regents were not necessarily 
the attitudes of the populace. Oldenbarnevelt’s downfall, in 1618, had owed 
much to strong popular support for Counter-Remonstrantism in Amster- 
dam, Haarlem, Leiden, and Utrecht. After 1650 too, Calvinist hardliners 
could. count on. appreciable. support from the mass of the Reformed 
community. Leiden’s persistence, as the last large Holland town still 
combating Remonstrant conventicles in-the 1660s, was less out of line with 
the underlying Dutch reality than it might seem. When Remonstrant 
conventicles began in Leiden, in defiance of the vroedschap, in 1662, there 
were demonstrations by children from the civic orphanages, a hotbed of 
militant Calvinism.'” When the Remonstrants petitioned for toleration, in 
1664, the vroedschap refused on the grounds that, in Leiden, Remonstrant- 
ism would cause rioting and disorder. In the disturbances at Rotterdam, in 
1672, a key demand of: the disaffected citizenry was that the rector and 
teachers. of the city’s Latin school. should, henceforth, be loyal members of 
the Reformed Church.’ The threat of popular pressure hung constantly 
over those who dissented. 

There was already a tendency during the stadholderate of William II for 
Calvinist orthodox to align with the Orangists and more liberal preachers 
with the States party side. But, as yet, there was no theological polarization 
within the. public Church apt to reinforce this dichotomy. The rift between 
Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants was vividly remembered, and 
there: prevailed a general resolve to quell all signs of recurrence of such 
strife. Nevertheless, slowly but inexorably, tensions in the body politic began 
to interact, during the 1650s, with a fresh:theological rift within. the public 
Church.'” On the one side stood. Calvinist orthodoxy, anchored in the 
Netherlands Confession, with the redoubtable Gisbertus Voetius, doyen of 
the university of Utrecht, as its chief spokesman; on the other, the liberal 
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stream in Dutch Reformed theology, the adherents of Johannes Cocceius 
(1603-69), since 1650 professor-of theology at: Leiden, and one of the-most 
influential Calvinist theologians of the seventeenth century in Dutch and 
German lands. Cocceius, eschewing fundamentalism and dogmatism, and 
an expert in Near Eastern. languages, and philology, held that the text of 
Holy Scripture was complex, and not always to be taken literally, and that 
its meaning could be properly grasped only by the skilled philologist. In 
particular, the nature of the covenant between God and godly, he argued in 
his influential Summa Doctrinae de Foedere et Testamento Dei (1648), has to 
be construed from the-changing spiritual context through which it: had 
evolved." 

The term ‘Voetians’ came into use first in the 1640s, and acquired a clear 
meaning before the emergence of: the ‘Cocceians’ as a theological and 
intellectual bloc. ‘The Voetians were the Calvinist orthodox who rejected 
liberal tendencies in. theology, as well as Cartesianism in science ‘and 
philosophy, and championed rigorous.enforcement of anti-Catholic legisla- 
tion. The full implications of Cocceian theology for: society and politics 
emerged only in the 1650s. For many years the ‘precisian’, or. ‘Voetian’, bloc 
within the Reformed Church, in Utrecht, Amsterdam, and other main cities, 
had also been pressing the secular: authorities to. impose godly ways on 
society." They interpreted disasters, such as the great gunpowder explosion 
of Delft of 1654, as signs of God’s anger, admonishing the States of Holland 
to curb swearing, prostitution, dancing, and dance-schools, and enforce 
stricter sabbath observance on the population."® The Voetians were: thus 
also the champions of the ‘Further Reformation’, the movement to lead 
society to be more godly in life-style." As pressure mounted for stricter 
enforcement of the. Lord’s Day, and government measures to discourage 
work and sport on the sabbath, however, dissenting voices began to be 
heard from Cocceius’ side. 

Eventually, disagreement within the Leiden theology faculty over sabbath 
observance, a dispute penetrating to. the ‘heart of the theological: divide 
between Voetians and Cocceians, ‘spilled over into the public sphere:'” 
Voetius’ ally at Leiden, Johannes Hoornbeeck (1617-66), in. 1655 published 
a Dutch-language tract which was; in effect, an appeal to the public and the 
Church, against Cocceius, over the heads of the university. Cocceius had 
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already: pronounced on sabbath observance in his: Swnma.‘and other 
theological writings: for him, the Fourth Commandment. was no longer in 
effect, as it had once been,-and keeping the Lord’s:Day did not require.the 
strict observance, and abstinence: from work, demanded by the. Voetians. 
This was inherent in Cocceius’ theblogy; but he shrank from public polemics 
and, initially; avoided open dispute: But, once ‘started, the controversy 
escalated, gaining a momentum which compelled the Cocceians to respond. 
Cocceius’: ally, Abraham Heidanus, published his De Sabbate (1658) .in 
Latin; but a Dutch version soon appeared and tempers flared. In defence of 
Hoornbeeck, a-colleague of Voetius at Utrecht, Andreas Essenius, published 
a fierce attack on Heidanus, obliging Cocceius himself to intervene. Coc- 
ceius published a long Latin treatise on the nature of the Christian Sunday, 
detaching it and-its obligations from the Jewish sabbath and the observance 
once binding on the Jews: under.a covenant-now discarded.'* He dismissed 
the stringency of the Voetians as lacking theological foundation, insisting 
that .his.. account of the Lord’s Day fully accorded with the Heidelberg 
catechism and Acts. of the Synod of Dordrecht. Hoornbeeck reacted by 
publishing an expanded version of-his treatise to which both Heidanus and 
Cocceius responded with further controversial publications. 

By 1659 the Synods of North and South Holland, and Utrecht, were in 
uproar. The South Holland Synod, meeting at Gouda, in July, referred to 
the ‘wretched disputes and growing dissension which have weighed so 
oppressively. on the churches in these provinces, through the publications of 
professors and preachers regarding observance of the Lord’s Day’.’ Most 
of the Synod agreed with Hoornbeeck and Essenius that Cocceius’ theology 
diluted the pure Word of God, legitimizing ungodly work, and pleasure, on 
the sabbath, in contravention of the Fourth Commandment. But the Synod, 
and still more the States of Holland’s commissioners, attending its meetings, 
were less interested in pursuing the controversy than quelling it. The Synod 
tried to induce: the professors to drop the matter, and: refrain from 
publishing anything more on the subject.'° But Hoornbeeck refused to 
desist. The States of Holland then instructed their commissioners to direct 
the North and South Holland Synods to cease debating sabbath observance, 
ruling that the matter was to rest on the (inconclusive) basis of the Acts of 
the National Synod of Dordrecht.’ The Leiden university curators were 
required to ensure that professors made no further pronouncement on 


'® Cocceius, Indagatio naturae Sabbati, 123-7. 
‘9 Knuttel, Acta, iv. 130-1. 

™° Eekhof, Theologische faculteit, 323-6. 

™ Schrenk, Gottesreich und Bund, 117. 


664 The Later Golden. Age; 1647-1702 


sabbath observance either in lectures:or in print. ‘While superficially neutral, 
the States of Holland's intervention was.in effect—and was so regarded—-a 
victory for the Cocceians.'* For the result was that nothing further was 
done about tightening sabbath observance. 24 

While, on the.surface,.the furore in Holland now vibeided: it escalated: in 
Utrecht and: Groningen. After expelling Van de Velde and Johannes 
Teellinck, in’ 1660, the city, and States, of Utrecht took steps to curb Voetian 
influence in the-consistory, classes, and. university, which brought the 
theologico-political Kulturkampf in the city to fever pitch.\"? One of: thé 
States party-faction’s measures was’ te appoint the German Reformed 
preacher, Frans Burman (1628-79), a militant Cocceian, to a chair in 
theology at Utrecht, in July 1662. Burman, a protégé of: Heidanus (whose 
widowed daughter,: Maria, he subsequently: married), was brought.to 
Voetius’ university to combat Voetianism.and didnot fail to do so at every 
step." His Cocceian De Moralitate Sabbati (1665) became one of the most 
embroiled of the mid-century books on sabbath observance, eliciting a hail 
of rebuttals from Lodenstein, Gentman, and other opponents.: Eventually, 
‘vroedschap and States, weary of the controversy, forbade further publica- 
tions on the subject, as well as discussion of it in the university: and in 
preaching. 

The States of Holland:and of Utrecht checked the sabbath observance 
controversy. But they could: not stop the spread of theological conflict, 
along a broad front, between the Voetian and Cocceian blocs within the 
public Church. The rift became fundamental not only in the church and 
academic spheres. but in the body politic and the whole edifice of Dutch 
Golden Age culture. Everyone agreed that the theological conflict had to.be 
contained. But, at the same time, there was an inherent tendency for States 
party-faction and Cocceians to combine; for both were endeavouring to 
soften confessional pressures and prevent Calvinist orthodoxy dominating 
society, politics, and the public Church. Equally, Orangists and Voetians 
were natural allies; for both were endeavouring to check: the political 
dominance—with its confessional implications—of the States of Holland. 
The Arminian—Gomarist conflict of the early ‘seventeenth century was 
noisier and more destructive than the Cocceian—Voetian rift of the second 
half of the century. But the latter, which infused Dutch Reformed theology, 
politics, and:culture down to the middle of the eighteenth century, pervaded 
the Dutch scene for considerably longer. 
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The continuing impact of the quarrel after the deaths of the two leading 
protagonists themselves (Cocceius in 1669, Voetius in 1676) not infrequently 
amazed foreign observers who hardly knew what to make of it. Outsiders, 
used to the intellectual worlds of France or Britain, found it both bizarre 
and baffling. One Huguenot writer in the Netherlands protested that..in 
France. and England learned men scarcely ever mentioned Voetius and 
Cocceius, let alone ceaselessly disputed their.views.''S Pierre Bayle mockingly 
warned a Swiss acquaintance, in 1693, that foreigners stood scant chance of 
obtaining professorships at Dutch universities since these were allocated 
exclusively on the basis of Cocceian—Voetian considerations. At Leiden, he 
explained, Voetianism had prevailed since 1672, so that ‘toute place vacante 
est toujours un morceau réservé pour quelqu’un qui s’est distingué par son 
opposition, et par son antipatie, au cocceianisme’; at Franeker, on the other 
hand, ‘c’est tout le contraire’, with Cocceians excluding Voetians; and. he 
added: ‘et il est sir qu’hors ce pais-ci, on ne sait guére ce que c’est que 
cocceianisme et voetianisme’.'’® 

One Dutch Reformed writer countered that the French and English only 
esteemed their own books, so that Dutch publishers, knowing this, did not 
bother to send any Voetianism or Cocceianism to England or France; to 
compensate for this, he asserted, Dutch theologians were much debated in 
Germany."” Balthasar Bekker made the same point, remarking that foreign 
theology students carried back Voetian and Cocceian concepts from Dutch 
universities to the Reformed regions of Germany and also Hungary,'" and, 
indeed, both Voetian and Cocceian methods and. ideas were cultivated 
within the Hungarian Reformed Church until deep into. the eighteenth 
century, with Voetianism generally in the ascendant.'' 

By contrast, in the:German Reformed consistories on the lower Rhine it 
was Cocceianism which predominated. During the 1670s, the strength of 
Cocceianism in the Synod of Cleves, Mark, and Berg, and the intercession 
of the German Reformed Churches, helped moderate the Voetian reaction 
in the Republic following the downfall of De Witt.'*° There was also strong 
interest in Voetian—Cocceian matters in Emden, Bremen, and: Hamburg. 
Cocceius’ ‘covenant’ theology, his conception of salvation as emanating 
from a divine covenant with the faithful, evolving in stages through history, 
was to have a lasting impact on Protestant theology in Germany. 
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‘For many years Cocceius had striven.to avoid being drawn into a direct 
clash. with Voetius himself; When an open quarrel finally ensued, in 1665, 
the two«chief protagonists: confined their dispute to the purely theological 
sphere, arguing about Grace, salvation, and the:covenant.’”' But while the 
contest between Voetius and Cocceius’ was essentially theological, 
the pressure behind the Voetian reaction, after 1672, came not from the 
theology faculties of the universities but the consistories, classes, and 
synods, that is Reformed opinion in society at large. 

To grasp the centrality of the Voetian—Cocceian controversies in Dutch 
culture, over so many decades, one must appreciate the depth of anxiety 
aroused among large sections of the Reformed public by the onset of the 
new philosophy and science. Cocceian theology appeared to be, and in some 
respects was, the ally of these new intellectual forces, which meant that in 
many people’s eyes Cocceian theology was undermining faith and especially 
faith in the literal meaning of Scripture.” By diluting Scripture, Cocceian- 
ism was held to be helping to subordinate theology, and religion itself, to 
(Cartesian) philosophy and science. As Van der Waeyen showed, with his 
Dutch translation of Cocceius’ first major work, the Summa Doctrinae 
(1648), which he published at Middelburg, in 1677, some of the Reformed 
public could be won over. to a sympathetic understanding of Cocceius’ 
theology. But this was mainly among the more sophisticated, often profes- 
sionals, lawyers, and regents. Only. such people were likely to appreciate 
Coeceius’ idea that parts of Scripture were intended only to be figurative 
and allegorical, tailored to the ignorance and superstition of the ancient 
Israelites, and that the real meaning and relevance can only be distilled by 
means of sophisticated exegetical methods. Much of: the Reformed public 
was appalled that Cocceian preachers should intimate. that God may not 
really have made the Red Sea part, or the sun stand still in the sky for 
Joshua.’”: Voetians saw this as tantamount to rejecting Scripture and 
encouraging disbelief and atheism. 

The problem for the Voetians: was ‘that: there were. enough Cocceians 
amongst the. ‘preachers and elders to split key consistories and synods. 
‘Voetian pressure split the North Holland Synod, in 1673, the majority 
faction passing a resolution requiring classes to proceed with ‘care and zeal’ 
against ‘offensive novelties —coded language for Cocceian theology: (It was 
characteristic of the struggle throughout that both sides avoided using the 
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terms ‘Voetians’ and ‘Cocceians’ in formal documents and discourse, since 
the doctrines. of neither professor had been authorized, or condemned, by 
any official body.) Like a:number of Holland classes, the classes of Zeeland 
began pressing for the suppression of ‘offensive doctrines’, demanding that 
candidates for preaching posts be required, by the synods, to sign undertak- 
ings to reject and avoid such teachings—by and large. the twenty ‘offensive’ 
Cocceian-Cartesian doctrines drawn up by the Leiden university curators 
(without mention of Cocceius) in 1676. 

‘In Holland-and Zeeland, the consistories and 'classes:were divided, as was 
also the case, it soon:emerged, in Friesland and Groningen. Partly as a way 
of opposing the influence of William III, Hendrik Casimir and the Frisian 
Delegated States supported Cocceian theology. The consistories and synods, 
however, were dominated by Voetians who opposed their Stadholder’s 
attitude.'* A movement began at the meeting of the Synod of Friesland; in 
1680, led by.Henricus Brinck, for vigorous measures against the ‘boldness’ 
of the ‘Cartesians and: Cocceians’.”5 This led, at the 1681 meeting, to an 
acrimonious quarrel between Brinck and Hendrik Casimir’s close adviser, 
Professor Van der. Waeyen, and an anti-Cocceian offensive which resumed 
at the gathering of the Synod in 1682. Brinck’s own classis, Zevenwolden, 
urged that Cartesian philosophy be banned ‘following the example of .the 
Swiss churches’,. at the university of Franeker, and measures be taken 
against theological. ‘novelties’. The: Delegated States of Friesland had to 
intervene to rescue: the Cocceian minority of the Synod.’ Meanwhile, in 
Groningen, Cocceians were similarly under pressure.'”° 

‘-With memories of the Remonstrant and Counter-Remonstrant battles still 
strong, a main concern of the provincial States, regents, and also William 
IlI, was to prevent a: general escalation of theological strife. Here: the 
Amsterdam vroedschap led the way, ‘and: its’ example was subsequently 
widely ‘followed. Until 1677, Amsterdam’s regents nurtured Cocceian sym- 
pathies and. tended to block attempts by the predominantly Voetian 
consistory to appoint Voetian preachers. But when, in 1677,.the consistory 
split, over the appointment of a new preacher, burgomasters and consistory 
forged .a compromise designed to avoid such rifts in the future. Rules were 
drawn up, in six articles, to ‘which all members of the consistory, including 
all twenty-five Reformed preachers in:the city, were required to subscribe 
individually.’*? These laid down that the points in dispute were not of an 
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‘essential character’, and did not affect salvation, and that it was therefore 
possible for adherents of both theological wings to live and work together 
within the same consistory, in harmony. The articles stipulated that only 
peace-loving candidates would be chosen and. that when making appoint- 
ments the consistory was not to favour one side or the other. To prevent 
manipulation and pressure, the vroedschap imposed‘a system of alternativa, 
that is that every preaching vacancy in the city had automatically to be filled 
alternately first by one side, then the other. Pieter .de la Court had earlier 
described the clashes. between Voetians and Cocceians over preaching 
appointments at Leiden as the battles of the ‘Hoeks and Cabbeljauws’, apt 
to plunge the entire city in turmoil.'* With their alternativa, the Amsterdam 
burgomasters hoped to prevent such unseemly altercations in their consis- 
tory, and thus also more widely in the city. 

Over time, the Cocceians tended to divide into diverse strains. Voetian 
wrath was particularly aroused by the followers of Henricus Groenewegen 
(1640-92), a preacher at Enkhuizen from 1679 until his death. His grouping, 
known as the ‘Green’ or ‘Leiden’ Cocceians, emphasized Cocceius’ allegori- 
cal and typological approach in their preaching, de-emphasized dogma, and 
were especially receptive to Cartesian ideas. They were also less austere in 
matters of dress and life-style than others. Then there were the ‘severe 
Cocceians’, a group. which adopted -Cocceius’ theological apparatus but 
combined it with support for the Further Reformation and austerity in 
matters of life-style. Two of its leaders. were: David Flud van Giffen 
(1653-1701),'” a favourite of Albertina Agnes andthe Frisian court while 
a.preacher at Sneek in the 1680s, later prominent at Dordrecht, and 
Johannes d’Outrein :(1662-1722),:a Zeelander who worked at. Franeker, 
Armhem, and Dordrecht, before becoming a preacher at Amsterdam. 
D’Outrein was-one of the Cocceian leaders consulted by William III, and 
other leading political figures, in the 1690s over how to lessen Cocceian— 
Voetian strife in the Church. He was a supporter of the Further Reforma- 
tion, yet in his preaching style a full Cocceian, making abundant use of 
allegory and typology. 

A crucial factor in the Cocceian-Voetian conflict was the attitude of the 
Stadholder,; William III," whose sympathies:throughout his stadholderate 
remained broadly pro-Voetian. Despite his tolerant leanings, he continued 
to reveal his Voetian preferences, particularly in. the sphere of -academic 
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patronage. But, during the 1680s,:he substantially modified his position in 
church politics more generally, seeing the dangers inherent in escalation of 
the theological rift. His chief concern was to reduce the strife, as he made 
abundantly clear in the early 1690s when he. refused to sponsor a: clamp- 
down ‘on .Cocceianism. in the synods and consistories and ‘collaborated 
instead with the. States of Holland in drawing up a detailed reg/ement, in 
1694, designed to. regulate appointments to preaching vacancies, and other 
sensitive areas. This had.ithe effect of taking the conflict off the boil in 
Holland and, to a.large extent, ‘throughout the Republic. 


INTERNAL CONFESSIONALIZATION 


The rift between ‘precisians’ and liberals dividing the Dutch Reformed 
Church from the. 1650s was part of a ‘more general intellectual phenomenon 
which affected the other Churches in not dissimilar ways. The Walloon 
Church was:an adjunct of the public Church and here the town councils 
tended to support the authority of the Church’s Synod and elders as-they 
did that of the public Church itself. The Walloon Church in the Dutch 
Republic avoided becoming entangled in the Voetian—Cocceian controvet- 
sies, at any rate down to the early eighteenth century."’ For-the Walloon 
Church, it was the Huguenot influx of the 1680s which posed a problem for 
internal unity, since the Huguenot pastors who arrived at that time were a 
heterogeneous group theologically and, though many were orthodox Cal- 
vinists, some were liberals, chiliasts, and even, it was suspected, in some 
cases Socinians. To ensure doctrinal purity, and unity, the Walloon Synod, 
meeting at Rotterdam in 1686, established a commission of surveillance, 
consisting of four pastors and four professors of theology, to censor 
preaching and publications.'* The Synod also drew up an oath of conform- 
ity, known as thé ‘Declaration of Rotterdam’, which by 1689 had ‘been 
signed by no fewer than 202 refugee pastors. 

The sole: undisguised rift in the Walloon Church arose from the De 
Labadie affair, in the late 1660s. Jean de Labadie (1610-74), a former Jesuit, 
from southern France, who had converted to the Reformed faith in Geneva, 
and, in 1666, become a preacher at Middelburg, was a magnetic personality 
whose religious impact continued to trouble the United Provinces for 
decades. His thought displayed mystical, chiliastic tendencies combined with 
an intense asceticism and zeal to reform private and public life. Impatient 
with compromise, the slow progress of the Further Reformation, and the 


'" Goeters, Vorbereitung, 272. '® Cemy, Theology, Politics, and Letters, 62-3. 


670 The Later Golden. Age, 1647-1702 


Walloon Synod’s wariness: of. aligning with ‘the Voetians in condemning 
Cartesian philosophy and science,.De Labadie: openly challenged the auth- 
ority of the Walloon Synod.’? His rebellion, stemming from inflexible 
fundamentalism, led in 1669 to. his expulsion from the Church and the 
secession of his followers. The affair caused a sensation throughout the land 
and by no means only in. Reformed circles. The::Collegiant mystical 
Spiritualist Petrus Serrarius deemed his expulsion a glaring instance of ‘the 
tyranny of organized Churches over the individual conscience. 

The Walloon Church, alarmed by the threat posed: by Labadism to its 
authority and unity, appealed to the provincial assemblies for support.'™ 
The secular authorities, sensitive to the theological interdependence of the 
Walloon and public Churches, intervened. De Labadie was expelled from 
Middelburg and then Veere. Labadist conventicles were banned in Utrecht 
as early as May 1669.: Gelderland followed, enjoining the provincial Hof to 
keep a vigilant eye to prevent the distribution of De Labadie’s publications 
in the province.'*5 Before long, Labadist gatherings were officially prohibited 
throughout the Republic. 

The Labadists were soon obliged to leave even Amsterdam, the main 
group migrating to Herford, in Westphalia, and.then Altona, before return- 
ing to settle in the Frisian village of Wieuwerd, halfway between Sneek and 
Leeuwarden, in 1675. Locke visited the community, then of roughly one 
hundred, in 1684, finding them remarkable for their severity, sharing their 
goods in common,,. being ‘much separated from the world’, and finally for 
their discourse, which ‘carries with it a supposition of more purity in them 
than ordinary and as if nobody were in a way to heaven but they’.’®° 

De Labadie’s following was small but fervent and select, attracting a few 
eminent personages. Among these. was a sister of a governor of Surinam, 
Cornelis Aerssen van Sommelsdijk, who governed the territory in the years 
1683-8. This. redoubtable lady brought a Labadist colony out with her in 
the same year that Locke visited Wieuwerd. They established their com- 
munity on a plantation which they called La Providence, forty miles up the 
Surinam river, beyond the zone secured by Dutch colonization. However, 
they failed to convert their hostile Indian ie and. eventually 
abandoned the plantation and left Surinam. 

The intolerance. shown towards De Labadie and) his adherents was 
symptomatic of a profound nervousness arising at least partly from the fact 
that his rebellion expressed (albeit in an extreme form) a dissatisfaction 
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prevalent in orthodox Calvinist. circles: His. break. with the Walloon Synod 
stemmed from impatience: with ‘the. compromises and moderation of the 
public Church which was, to: an extent,shared by all the Voetian stream. 
Not the least disturbing aspect of the-affair was that Anna Maria van 
Schurman (1607-78), celebrated paragon of Calvinist severity and one of the 
best known Dutch women of her time, as well as a long-standing friend of 
De Labadie, openly joined his: group at Amsterdam, defying the authority 
of both the public Church and magistracies who had censured Labadism. 
Anna Maria (who as a young-woman: had amazed Descartes. with her. habit 
of reading Scripture in Hebrew) had for decades been Reformed society's 
‘docta: sine exemplo femina’, and a key role model as well as lay ally 
of Voetius Van Lodenstein, and other leaders of the Further Reformation. 
Voetius tried hard to dissuade her, fearing lest others should separate. In 
her answer to the summons of the Utrecht consistory, she sternly deplored 
the fact that worldly concerns for the Church as an organization should take 
precedence: over. fundamental spiritual values, scorning the Church’s con- 
demnation of the doctrinally pure ‘house-church’ to which she belonged, in 
Amsterdam, as ‘schismatic’, and attempts to suppress it, in a land where all 
manner of heretical sects were tolerated.'?’7 Anna Maria in 1673 published 
her autobiography, Eucleria (characteristically in Latin—a Dutch version 
appeared in 1684—not failing to point out that Van Lodenstein and other 
leading figures of the public Church had long shared her frustration at the 
slow progress of a wider and purer reformation of Church and society.'® 

The provincial and civic authorities were determined to protect the 
cohesion of the public Church and its adjunct, the Walloon Church, and 
help shield them from the effects of inner controversy but, of course, showed 
less concern about the internal condition of the dissenting Churches. Even 
so, it would be wrong to suppose that they took no interest in the 
government of the lesser Churches..For they were anxious to maintain the 
stability of civic:and rural society generally and felt a need to intervene in 
dissenters’. internal disputes when these seemed likely to cause excessive 
disturbance: 

The elders of the Mennonite churches themselves grew alarmed in the 
1650s, with the growth of Collegiant and Socinian ideas among some of 
their followers: and the resulting.erosion of the authority of elders, congre- 
gation, and confessional discipline." Reaction against these tendencies 
came to a head in Amsterdam, in the mid-1660s, where the Mennonite 
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conservatives organized a campaign against the popular teacher Galenus 
Abrahamsz de Haan (1622-1706), an enthusiastic; Anabaptist, participant 
in the Collegiant movement who-believed in dialogue between. Anabaptists 
and Collegiants and watering down confessional differences. The Mennonite 
precisians, or ‘Old Mennonites’ as they became. known, were a confessional 
movement aimed at restoring the authority of congregation, elders, and 
dogma. They insisted on submission: to the Confession of the Faith, drawn 
up by Hans de Ries and Lubbert :Gerritsz.'”: An open rift occurred among 
the Amsterdam ‘Waterlanders’, in 1664,.after which the Old Mennonites 
eschewed. all further contact with the Collegiants, ‘Socinians’, and other 
rebels against what they regarded as the pure teaching of Menno. The split 
spread to Utrecht,' Haarlem, and Leiden, and then further afield, also 
splitting the Mennonite communities in Zeeland." 

The Remonstrants too were caught in a swirl of theological controversy 
in the 1650s and 1660s, engendered by the Collegiant movement, anti- 
church attitudes, and Socinianism. The ensuing erosion of doctrinal cohe- 
sion and communal discipline plunged the Remonstrant Church into a 
phase of spiritual crisis which it was the life’s work of Philippus van 
Limborch (1633-1712), the leading Remonstrant theologian of the second 
half of the century, to.address. A not dissimilar rift‘opened up among the 
ranks of the Lutherans, where the orthodox traditionalist or ‘Wittenberg’ 
stream-was challenged by. a liberal movement which arose at Amsterdam, 
headed by Coenraad Hoppe (1621-70), which became known as the ‘Dutch 
stream’. Hoppe was influenced by the liberal Helmstedt school of theology, 
in’ Germany, and like them pressed for dialogue with other Churches, 
flexibility in doctrine, a good library for the community, and a seminary for 
training a new type of Lutheran preacher. Until Hoppe, Lutheran preachers 
in the Republic had been trained and recruited in Germany; the very idea 
of training preachers in Amsterdam smacked of heresy tothe traditionalists. 
For over three: decades, a formal split ‘was avoided: but at the cost of 
continuing internal. strife bitter enough, at Amsterdam, to cause the civic 
authorities to intervene several times. The struggle was complicated by the 
efforts of the Amsterdam Lutherans to lay down the law to the rest. Finally, 
in 1696, ten of the thirty-eight Lutheran congregations in the Republic—led 
by The Hagué, Rotterdam, Gouda, Alkmaar, and Zaandam—seceded, 
setting. up the so-called Hague Union of Lutheran churches.'* 
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Regents, and republican writers of the States party-faction, were:not slow 
to see the parallels between the Voetian—Cocceian struggle within the public 
Church and the battles between precisians and liberals in the lesser Chur- 
ches. On the one side were consistories and boards of elders seeking to 
impose confessional, organizational, and moral discipline; on the other, a 
plethora of dissidents, striving to create more flexible, less dogmatic 
structures. Ideologues of the States party-faction satirized the Voetian 
wing of the public Church as the ‘Scots Devil’, implying it derived from 
Scots Calvinism, which Dutch critics deemed the epitome of theological 
inflexibility and puritanical zeal.’? One particularly vehement anti-Voetian 
pamphlet of the 1660s, the work, seemingly, of the Dordrecht regent Johan 
de Wit (1618-76; cousin of his more famous near-namesake, the Pensionary 
of Holland), bore the title Den Schotschen Duyvel (The Scots Devil). 
According to this tract, Voetius was the ‘arch-mutineer’, the prime mover 
of sedition against the regents, inflaming the people with his bigotry. 
‘Freedom is the true bond and aim of the Union’, stated de Wit, accusing 
Voetius of preaching reverence for the Union of Utrecht while actually 
seeking to pervert it into a new tyranny, the yoke of confessional discipline 
and Calvinist orthodoxy. Advocating ‘freedom’, and toleration, the tract 
extolled the principles of Grotius, a figure abhorred by Voetians. 

During the De.Witt:era, the orthodox often complained that the Holland 
regents deliberately selected Cocceians, rather than ‘upright’ candidates, for 
the ‘best places’, as preachers in the main towns. The regents were alleged 
to be oppressing the consistories, which had been ‘stripped of their freedom’ 
to-appoint ‘upright preachers’: Who were these ‘upright preachers’? The 
Schotschen Duyvel replied that they were those like ‘Voetius, Teellinck, 
Smout, Essenius, Lodenstein, Gentman, and Rysennius... all rebellious, 
frustrated, overweening, impudent, and. shameless, vilifiers of persons high 
and low’.'“.‘That is what you call freedom,’ charged De Wit, ‘the freedom 
to enslave everybody.’ Pieter de la Court even suggested that Voetians were 
mot devout: at all but. ‘godless men, much worse than atheists’, who had 
perverted the Reformation, and meaning of Scripture, in their ruthless 
pursuit of power.’45 The Schotschen Duyvel bracketed Voetians, strict 
Lutherans, and Old Mennonites together. as. all of a piece—all against 
‘freedom’ and ‘moderation’.'** - 


3 De la Court, ‘Brieven’, 131. 

'4 (De Wit], Schotschen Duyvel, 62-3. 

“4S De la Court, ‘Brieven’, 131. 

“® [De Wit] Schotschen Duyrel, 63, 68-9. 


674 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 
THE LATER STAGES OF THE TOLERATION DEBATE 


At the close of the seventeenth century and beginning of the eighteenth, the 
battle for religious toleration in the United Provinces was, thus, by no 
means won. On the contrary, the toleration debate in the Republic only 
reached its climax in the 1680s, 1690s, and first decade of the new century, 
just as in England, France, and Germany. Advocating toleration, on 
principle, was becoming more frequent in the Dutch context, as in the 
English, and both Dutch and foreign writers resident in the Republic made 
numerous contributions to the European debate. On the one side, there was 
the secular republican toleration tradition of De la Court and Valckenier, 
continued by Ericus Walten, Gregorio Leti, and Gerard Noodt. Leti 
proclaimed the United Provinces the model European society, in his 
Raguagli politici (1700), the home of toleration, the mater gentium. Noodt, 
one of the Republic’s leading professors of law, argued strongly for 
toleration in a famous address, in Latin, delivered at Leiden in February 
1706 and subsequently published in abstract in Le Clerc’s Bibliothéque 
choisie, in French, and, in Dutch, by Halma, im the Boekzaal, followed 
within two years by full French and English translations and, subsequently, 
by German versions. Noodt’s was the culminating Dutch defence in secular, 
natural right terms, rather than theological principles.'47 He declared the 
Almighty ‘le seul maitre de nos consciences’ and denied that any Church or 
ecclesiastical authority could have authority over the individual except ‘celle 
des conseils, des exhortations’.'* At the same time, there was a further 
strengthening of the theological toleration tradition stemming from Episco- 
pius and the Arminians, in the writings of Philippus van Limborch, Locke’s 
principal Dutch friend, and Le Clerc: In the eloquent oration Le Clerc 
delivered in Amsterdam, at Van Limborch’s funeral in 1712, a text publish- 
ed in English the following year, he reminded the world how Van Limborch 
had continued Episcopius’ work with his 1661 treatise on toleration, ‘his 
publishing Episcopius’ unpublished work, his Theologica christiana (1686), 
which remained one of the most discussed Dutch theological works in the 
early eighteenth century, his dialogue with the Sephardi Jewish anti-Chris- 
tian controversialist Isaac Orobio de Castro, published at Gouda, in 1687, 
and his History of the Inquisition, dedicated to the Latitudinarian arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, Tillotson, in 1692.'% 

It was also Van Limborch, Le Clerc failed to add, who revived the 
memory of that long-forgotten Sephardi Jewish intellectual, Uriel da Costa 
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(c.1§83-1640), whose Examination of Pharisaic Traditions, denying the 
immortality of the soul, published at Amsterdam (in Portuguese), in 1624, 
had been condemned by the Sephardic elders and publicly burned by the 
Amsterdam magistrates,'~ and who, in a fit of depression brought on by the 
degradation to which he had been subjected, committed suicide in 1640. The 
book had been effectively suppressed, indeed remained lost until the sole 
known surviving copy was discovered in Copenhagen, towards the end of 
the twentieth century. Van Limborch’s purpose in publishing Da Costa’s 
Latin. autobiography, entitled Exemplar humanae vitae (a manuscript of 
which had survived amongst Episcopius’ papers), in 1687, was primarily to 
demonstrate the evil of religious intolerance in whatever context by showing 
how the Amsterdam Portuguese Jewish elders and rabbis had crushed Da 
Costa’s spirit, subjecting him to every humiliation. But the effect was to 
rescue from near oblivion a figure who, while arousing some sympathy, also 
now became widely notorious for having denied the immortality of the 
soul. Inevitably, his name was linked with Spinoza’s and his text assigned 
to the growing list of books spreading unease among orthodox churchmen 
of all hues. 

Finally, in addition to the native traditions advocating toleration, there 
was the towering genius of Pierre Bayle, who emerged in the 1680s and 
1690s as the apologist par excellence, above all on philosophical grounds, of 
an unrestricted toleration of belief for every individual, including the right 
to be mistaken and hold ill-founded views.'* 

Yet much, or most, opinion in the Republic, including mainstream 
intellectual opinion among the Huguenots, did not accept either the repub- 
lican toleration of De la Court, Walten, and Leti, or the theological 
toleration of Episcopius and Van Limborch, or the philosophical, sceptical 
toleration of Bayle. Regents, university curators, professors, and preachers 
were, in the main, more tolerant than their counterparts in the rest of 
Europe. But their principles were, at most, those of a semi-toleration of 
practical necessity, tempering somewhat intolerant inclinations and views. 
Up to a point one was allowed to discuss and propagate dissident religious 
opinions. It may be true that to foreign visitors used to more repressive 
societies, and greater religious uniformity, the degree of religious freedom 
allowed in the Republic often seemed, even at the end of the seventeenth 
century, horrifying and absurd. Stouppe had numerous successors who 
continued to elaborate on this theme. One English observer described 
Holland as a ‘university of all religions, the fair of all the sectes where all 
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pedlars of religion have leave to vent their toys, their ribbons and phanatick 
rattles’.'* But such reactions generally reflected the position in Amsterdam 
rather than in the rest of Dutch society and even in relation to Amsterdam 
and Rotterdam were greatly oversimplified. For there were stringent limits 
on what could be published, openly declared, or even uttered in conversa- 
tion. One needed to take care not to overstep the mark. Even in Amsterdam, 
Bayle noted in 1701, anyone publicly contradicting the doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity stood an excellent chance of being sent to prison.'®? It was this 
ambivalent semi-tolerance which was the real hallmark-of the Dutch 
Republic at the end of the Golden Age, a partial toleration seething with 
tension, theological and political, both within, and between, the principal 
church blocs and between these and their dissident offshoots.’ 
' A Trip to Holland, 12. 
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Freedom and Order 
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A DISCIPLINED SOCIETY 


De complained, in 1643, that the United Provinces were not as 
‘free’ as he had originally supposed. Decades later, Spinoza and Bayle, 
not to mention Koerbagh and Walten (see pp. 919, 929 below) had still 
greater reason to lament the limited character of Dutch freedom. During the 
seventeenth century, and early eighteenth, foreign visitors routinely praised 
the comparative freedom, both for groups and the individual, prevailing in 
the Republic. But the more perceptive also noticed that this freedom was a 
complex phenomenon rooted in a deep preoccupation with order and 
discipline. 

No aspect of Dutch freedom in the Golden Age struck contemporaries, 
especially foreigners, more than that enjoyed by women—of all classes and 
types. Dutch women, even young, unmarried women, were free to come and 
go, unaccompanied and unchaperoned, to work, conduct business, and 
engage in conversation almost like men.’ Everyone agreed that, in Dutch 
society, wives were less subservient to their husbands than elsewhere. The 
German Heinrich Benthem, writing in the 1690s, sharply contrasted the way 
the Dutch and Germans went to church on Sundays, noting that in 
Germany husbands walked together, talking, whilst their wives followed, 
shepherding the children. Only in Holland, he noted, scornfully, did the 
women accompany each other to church gossiping whilst their husbands 
tended the children: ‘for here the hen crows and the cock merely cackles’.? 

Yet, as Leti, observed, it was precisely the personal freedom accorded to 
women, and girls, which most clearly revealed the connection between 
liberty and order. It was possible for women to enjoy a large measure of 
independence, coming and going as they pleased, for the same reason that 
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the solitary male, or foreign traveller, could wander, day or night, in town 
or country with relatively little fear of being robbed, or assaulted: the 
individual was, and felt, secure.’ ‘On peut voyager librement par toute la 
Hollande’, observed Jean de Parival, in 1669, ‘seul et en compagnie sans 
crainte d’estre detroussé.”4 The Swiss Albrecht von Haller, living in Holland, 
in the late 1720s, was amazed to find that in Leiden everyone went about 
unarmed and that one’s possessions were so secure one could leave one’s 
door unlocked and go away for days without anything being stolen.* Levels 
of crime were, and were perceived to be, low. 

Not only was one safe outside the house; Leti remarked that it was also 
basic to Dutch freedom that one was less likely than elsewhere to be 
assaulted in the home. He claimed that wife-beating was uncommon in 
Holland, because neighbours would not tolerate it and would expose the 
husband to local Church and civil pressure. Thus, the fact that much of the 
population lived in closely regulated towns was a key factor in curbing 
misconduct. He also observed that servants were better treated and ac- 
corded more dignity than elsewhere, remarking that in Holland it was 
unacceptable to slap servants with or without other people present, as was 
usual, for example, in France. Significantly, an underground mock placard, 
printed in 1679, a piece of social protest, claimed that ill-treatment of 
servants in Holland was increasing owing to the new classicist-style villas 
and mansions, secluded from neighbours, and therefore encouraging abuse, 
for now masters could seduce, or beat, maidservants without anyone 
knowing and their wives stoop to ‘cooling the fires of lust’? with male 
servants.° Protection for servants lay in the strict attitudes of society. 

Dutch freedom was thus rooted in the preponderance of cities and a high 
level of social discipline and control. Evidence of this discipline was to be 
seen everywhere, in the home, schools, churches, universities, merchant 
ships, and harbours, as well as in the navy and army. During the 1590s, 
there was a tussle of wills between the university senate and students, at 
Leiden, over the carrying of weapons. But, before long, backed by the 
States, the University succeeded in enforcing its ban on the wearing of 
swords, and other arms, by students.’ There were also strict curbs on 
drinking. Parival remarked that German students at Leiden were obliged to 
be less rowdy than was customary at German universities.* Von Haller 
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commented on the orderliness, and lack of heavy drinking, characteristic of 
student life, .at Leiden, a‘ product, he thought, of the cold temperament and 
regimented life-style of the people. Discipline was particularly severe at the 
States College, where students were awakened at five in summer, and six in 
winter, for prayer and Bible reading, and expected to have tidied their 
rooms before breakfast: 

Harder to discipline than students were the Republic’s sailors, whether in 
the navy, VOC, WIC, merchant ships, whalers, or privateers, both on land 
and at sea. Yet no form of discipline was more essential both for the success 
of the Dutch overseas trading system and the well-being of Dutch society as 
a whole. Seamen constituted ‘a large proportion of the population and 
appeared in droves in numerous Dutch towns as well as foreign ports. The 
results were far from perfect, particularly on privateers, which carried much 
larger crews than merchantmen, in more cramped conditions, but where the 
means to maintain discipline were less than was the case on warships and 
VOC vessels... Yet, by and. large, the standard was high and Dutch ships 
became: known all over the world not only for their spruceness but for the 
cleanliness and good. order of their crews. There were separate, printed 
codes of discipline for not only the navy but the VOC, WIC, and privateers, 
and the men were made familiar with the articles before each voyage.’ These 
were both detailed and- rigorous. Even on the privateers, prayers and 
psalm-singing took place twice daily, morning and evening, with money 
fines for sailors absent without permission. 

Among the eminent Dutch seamen of the age, there were, as one might 
expect, some, notoriously unruly characters. But such men encountered no 
little pressure to improve. Michiel de Ruyter (1607-76), by his own 
admission, regularly behaved badly as a youth, was hot-headed and 
frequently involved in fights.'"° Though he came from a humble family 
background, at Flushing, he rose to the pinnacle of command in the navy, 
not least through his unrivalled ability to instil discipline in his men; he also 
became widely known, in later life, for the genuineness of his piety. By 
contrast, Abel Tasman tended to deteriorate. In- 1642, he undertook his 
famous voyage, from Batavia, on which he discovered Tasmania and New 
Zealand. Six years later, in April 1648, he commanded the last major Dutch 
attack on the Spaniards of the Eighty Years War, an unsuccessful expedi- 
tion to the Philippines on which he drank heavily, flew into a rage, and 
severely assaulted two of his own men. For this he was tried by the VOC’s 
High Court of Justice, at Batavia, suspended from the service, and stripped 
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of his rank. The Reformed consistory at Batavia also refused to allow him 
to remain an elder of the Church. Later, he was taken:back into the service 
but a further serious lapse, this time duelling, led to his being permanently 
disgraced by. the:VOC and stigmatized by the consistory." . 

The greatest.pressure to discipline sailors, students, soldiers, as well as 
orphans, apprentices, and many other groups, in order to. ensure a well- 
ordered society, derived from the main towns and town councils. There were 
various levels of supervision, and agents of punishment, but arguably most 
crucial, in policing the towns, were the neighbourhood watches, local citizen 
organizations in the various quarters of the towns, headed by elected local 
burghers. The neighbourhood watches saw it as their task not only to guard 
their quarter, preventing robbery and crime, but also to enforce decency and 
apprise the town’s schout, magistrates, or consistory of unacceptable beha- 
viour. Policing had to devolve upon the neighbourhoods in this way.’” For 
the civic militia, responsible for keeping order, :and maintaming a guard at 
the. town-hall and city gates, at night, would only be called out in the event 
of serious disturbances. The schout, or sheriff, and his handful of deputies, 
headed the policing effort, and made arrests: in serious cases; but were too 
few to shoulder the main burden of policing. At Amsterdam, ‘during the last 
quarter of the seventeenth century, the. sheriff and his staff amounted, 
together with a few servants, to just eighteen persons. 

As one of their main tasks, the elected citizens’ committees in each quarter 
of a town organized a system of regular night-time patrolling of the streets. 
At Amsterdam, in the 1660s, there were approximately 300 lightly armed 
burghers on duty each night, around half of whom would be patrolling the 
streets at any one time. They were paid § stuivers per night for:the work. 
Each of the neighbourhood watches had .a primitive local gaol where 
miscreants could be locked up until the schout and his staff had. had a chance 
to consider their offences. The citizenry participated in these neighbourhood 
watches, and co-operated with them, because they knew everyone involved, 
the watches were an inherent part of the local scene, and it was directly in 
their own interest to prevent rowdiness and crime. 

It was taken for granted that little of what went on in a neighbourhood 
would escape the notice of the neighbourhood watches. This is the reason 
why wife- and ‘sérvant-beating were relatively rare ‘and: blatant - street 
prostitution (as opposed to concealed prostitution in-taverns) was unusual. 
The system was effective at checking all forms of violent crime and: abuse, 
including rape. A young woman alleging rape, when explaining pregnancy 
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outside of wedlock before a Reformed consistory,: would not be found 
convincing unless she offered some reason why her cries for help went 
unanswered.'3.A seamstress who claimed to have been raped at night, in the 
streets of Amsterdam, in 1616, assured the consistory she had cried for help 
but that the strong wind blowing at the time had prevented her cries being 
heard. The crucial importance of neighbours, and neighbourhood watches, 
in curbing misconduct and maintaining the high level of social control 
typical of the Golden Age, and eighteenth-century Dutch society, is proven 
by the fact that statistics for assault, and other violent crime, tended to be 
considerably higher for the countryside than for large towns.'4 The civic 
ethic underpinned all. 

The adoption of public street lighting, one of the outstanding examples of 
the successful application of technology to daily life in the Dutch Golden 
Age, was motivated by several considerations. but especially a desire. further 
to enhance: orderliness and reduce crime—as well as the incidence of 
drunkards falling into canals and drowning at night. The world’s first real 
system of public street lighting was devised: by the Amsterdam artist-inven- 
tor Jan van der Heyden (1637-1712), who invented a street-lamp manufac- 
tured of glass and metal, with shielded air-holes, capable of: letting out the 
smoke, without letting in the wind. The lamps burnt through the night on 
a mixture of vegetable oils with wicks of Cypriot cotton manufactured at 
Van der Heyden’s lamp factory. The plans for lighting up Amsterdam were 
adopted by the vroedschap, in 1669, and took only a few months to 
implement.'’ By January 1670, the entire city was lit up by .1,800 public 
lanterns on posts, or affixed to walls of public buildings, Van der Heyden 
having calculated that maximum lighting efficiency, on a minimum expen- 
diture of oil, was attained with lanterns placed 125 to 150 feet apart: A code 
of punishments. was then. published, that same year, for the. new civic 
offences of vandalizing public lanterns, tying up boats, or horses, against the 
posts, or emptying garbage around them, thereby impeding the work of the 
public lamplighters and cleaners.'® Each lamplighter lit twenty lanterns, so 
that 100 were required to service the ‘entire city. By: .1681 another. 600 
lanterns had been added. The system was-a resounding success and the 
advantages for street security, at night, so manifest it was soon adopted by 
The Hague and other Dutch and German cities, though only: partly in 
England, where the towns lacked the civic institutions, and finances, which 
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could undertake ‘such large-scale schemes. ‘Dordrecht installed: the new 
street-lamps in 1674,'’ ’s-Hertogenbosch did so, erecting 450 of \Van. der 
Heyden’s public lanterns, in 1684. At ’s-Hertogenbosch, the municipality 
employed eighteen municipal street-lamp ‘lighters’, who refilled and, every 
evening, lit twenty-five lanterns each at an annual cost of 3,000 guilders." 
It took fifteen minutes to light up the entire city. Berlin and Cologne 
installed the Dutch street-lamps in 1682. 

Dutch freedom was real but: had stringent limits. Furthermore, Dutch 
society was often less permissive of errant, deviant, or flamboyant behaviour 
than of unorthodox ideas. In particular; Dutch society was not less, but 
more, prone than other European societies to repress bawdiness, eroticism, 
undisguised homosexuality, and street prostitution. Foreign observers— 
Trevisano, Saint-Evremond, Temple, and Leti—all remarked on the cold- 
ness, eschewing of -all coquetry, and ‘very general good fame’ of the 
Dutch female. In fact-what they discerned was a powerful repression of the 
erotic, and perhaps a necessary one if women were freely to go about their 
daily lives. unchaperoned—to--be matter-of-fact in routine, daily dealings 
with menfolk. Dutch women of the higher, classes, after 1650, eagerly 
adopted: French fabrics and fashion except, Leti noted, for one feature: 
Dutch society simply would not tolerate the plunging necklines and fiaunt- 
ing of the bosom prevalent, at the time, .in France, England, and Italy.'? In 
the Republic, high necklines were de rigueur for fine ladies and serving 
maids alike. 

Prostitution was widespread in Dutch society but,.in contrast to other 
European countries, characterized by a relative absence: of soliciting in 
streets and a tendency to disguise brothels as something else.” At Amster- 
dam brothels offered music and were called ‘music halls’, drawing a discreet 
veil over what went-on.upstairs. Moreover, even at Amsterdam, there were 
no real ‘red light’ districts in which prostitutes flaunted their figures. In other 
towns, including Leiden, not only was street prostitution unusual but there 
were no. brothels of any size. Rather prostitution was plied inconspicuously 
in inns:.and lodging houses, scattered about the poorer quarters and 
outskirts, usually with only one. or two girls working in any one estab- 
lishment.” More respectable districts, including, at Leiden, the university 
area, were generally :free. from prostitution, even though students were 
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among the prostitutes’ most frequent customers, in other parts of town. It 
is this reticence, doubtless, which explains the notoriety in the north 
Netherlands, in the early seventeenth century (before the authorities became 
stricter about prostitution also in the south), of Antwerp’s city-centre 
brothel quarter.” This celebrated district, much visited by travellers, ex- 
hibited prostitution much more blatantly than was allowed north of the 
rivers. It was estimated, at the beginning of the century, that there were.over 
125 brothels in Antwerp. 

‘The wide dispersal of. houses of ill-repute, in the Dutch context, was 
essential if they were to. remain. discreet and inconspicuous, and thus for 
their survival. The girls who worked in them dressed like respectable women 
on their way to and from them, just as erotic pictures could be bought under 
the counter but not openly displayed. Dutch brothels of the Golden Age can 
be compared to the ‘hidden churches’ of the Catholics. Many people knew 
where they were. But they were tolerated only as long as ‘they. stayed 
seemingly innocuous and caused no disturbance.” Prosecutions of brothel- 
keepers (who were often women), and whores, frequently. resulted from 
street brawls or other rowdy incidents scandalizing a locality.% It is 
significant: that: the Amsterdam Reformed consistory when considering 
complaints concerning alleged houses of ill-repute were often uncertain 
whether a particular address was, in fact, a brothel or not.*5 Leti, who 
asserts there were only around thirty brothels in Amsterdam in-his day, 
far fewer than in Venice or ‘so-called holy Rome’, confirms that the 
chief difference between Italian and Dutch whoredom was that the Dutch 
pushed it out of:sight, remarking that in Holland one simply did not see 
the brazen enticement of men from windows, and in streets, usual, he says, 
in Italy.?© 

Suppression of the erotic extended also to banning even mildly porno- 
graphic books and art.”’ It may be, as has been argued, that in the Republic, 
during the second half of the seventeenth century, suppression of erotic 
books, often of French origin, was less strict than in France itself.” But, 
even so, such works, including, the' most notorious, L’Ecole des filles (1669), 
were prohibited,.in:both their Dutch and. French versions,: and remained 
forbidden throughout the following century..Erotic pictures, it would seem, 
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were more stringently suppressed than text alone. In a country with such a 
plethora of skilled artists, it was always likely that at least a few would 
pander to the taste for the titillating. But we know of remarkably few 
instances and, in both of the best-known cases, the artists concerned paid a 
heavy price for engaging in such work. One was the great still-life painter 
Jan Torrentius, who was sentenced to twenty years’ imprisonment, . at 
Haarlem, in 1628, essentially for blasphemy but, in part, also for having 
executed a series of pornographic paintings. The other instance involved the 
late seventeenth-century Orangist engraver Romeyn de Hooghe (c.1645- 
1708), ‘whose prosecution by the Amsterdam magistrates was widely at- 
tributed to political animus; nevertheless, the substance of the charges was 
that he had: produced, and sold, erotic engravings. 

But also with the printed word ventures into the realm of the erotic had 
necessarily to be furtive. The eminent historian Aitzema, a known philan- 
derer, hinted—but only in inconspicuous places buried deep in his volumin- 
ous published work—that sexual intercourse outside of wedlock is no sin. 
The one. Dutch writer who flagrantly defied the rules:in this sphere was the 
initially wealthy Zeelander Adriaan van Beverland (c.1652-1716), a remark- 
able personality of whom there survives a portrait by Ary de Vois, showing 
him as a young man sitting smoking an immensely long pipe, beside an 
elegant and provocatively décolleté prostitute.”: Van Beverland, whilst a 
gentleman-student at Leiden, collected erotica (as well as medallions and sea 
shells), became an accomplished classical scholar, researched the history of 
prostitution in the Roman Empire, and published a. book on original sin, 
his De Peccato: Originale (1678)—which later also appeared in French and 
was banned in France—finding Adam and Eve guilty of no more than 
discovering sexual intercourse. His scepticism about the Church’s doctrine 
of original sin, compounded in the second edition (1679) by his drawing on 
Hobbes and Spinoza for support, caused such offence that the States of 
Holland, under pressure from the:South Holland Synod, asked the Leiden 
university authorities to arrest and interrogate him. The.copies of his book 
were seized and burnt.” Banished from: Holland, he moved to Utrecht. but, 
before long, was expelled from there too. In 1680, he emigrated to England 
where he remained until he died, an impoverished freethinker, in London, 
in 1716. Van Beverland’s brand of overt sexual libertinism, with what were 
seen as its insidious intellectual and religious implications, was simply not 
tolerated in the Dutch Republic. Nor was any obvious display of sexually 
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provocative or- dissolute behaviour, whatever went on out of sight. As the 
French nobleman Saint-Evremond remarked of Holland in the 1660s: ‘la 
débauche s’y cache, la pensée libre s’y affirme, mais I’une et l’autre se 
pratiquent avec sérieux et a fond’.”' 

Another key agent of social discipline were the Reformed consistories. 
Backed by the neighbourhood watches, and supplied with additional 
information from the house-visits of the preachers and their assistants, the 
‘sick comforters’, the consistories kept up a relentless pressure, at all levels, 
against immodesty, promiscuity, rowdiness, drunkenness, dishonest bank- 
ruptcies, and, not least, the low-cut dresses worn by a few fashionable ladies 
in courtly circles. The consistories were not unaware that many, or most, 
cases of adultery and fornication went undetected. They nevertheless be- 
lieved that where instances came to light it was vital to investigate, and bring 
pressure to bear. For no open challenge to society’s norms could be 
tolerated, especially—as in the case of Rembrandt and Hendrickje Stoffels— 
where there was an element of defiance.» The summoning of Rembrandt’s 
housekeeper, in 1654, for living like a ‘whore’ with ‘Rembrandt the painter’ 
was a routine incident of its kind. The number of summonses before the 
Amsterdam consistory, for adultery, steadily increased in the period down 
to 1680, a major objective being to break up irregular liaisons, mobilizing 
social pressure to reduce offending individuals to penitence and willingness 
to reform. 

For members of the public Church, anxious for their souls, banishment 
from the Lord’s Supper, and public exposure as unchaste, was not only 
harmful to one’s reputation and social standing, but damaged one’s spiritual 
status. Many of those who suffered the Church’s censure subsequently went 
to some lengths to show contrition and recover lost respectability. A young 
Haarlem widow who had a child out of wedlock and was barred from the 
Lord’s Supper, in 1700, was obliged to live for three years without further 
blot on her reputation under scrutiny of her local preacher, to get the 
sanction removed.”? In. 1705, a Haarlem woman who gave birth out of 
wedlock, pleading rape, was similarly barred and placed under the scrutiny 
of her local preacher, with the admonition that she would be readmitted to 
the sacrament if she maintained a reputation for chastity over the next four 
years.*4 
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SCHOOLS, LITERACY, AND THE RESHAPING OF 
POPULAR CULTURE 


Long before 1572 the Netherlands both north and south of the great rivers 
exhibited higher levels of literacy than neighbouring parts of Europe, owing 
essentially to the very high proportion of the population dwelling in towns. 
But unquestionably the Revolt and eventual triumph of the Reformed 
Church in the north, as well as the victory of the Catholic Church in the 
south, lent much additional impetus to schooling and pushed literacy levels 
higher still. Even so the parting of the ways in institutions and religion also 
led to a widening gap between north and south in respect of schooling and 
literacy. For if north and south were equally committed to the race to 
confessionalize the population, in the south catechizing was often oral whilst 
in the north the centrality of Bible and catechism-reading in the confession- 
alization process generated a more sustained and widespread effort to 
advance literacy in both towns and countryside. The resulting gap between 
north and south was still clearly evident in the middle of the nineteenth 
century. In 1843, 51 per cent of army recruits in Belgium were illiterate, to 
give one example, as against a comparable figure of 26 per cent in the 
Netherlands.*> It is clear that in the Dutch Republic literacy among both 
men and women attained a level, and a literacy-based culture developed to 
an extent, which was wholly exceptional in Europe and which did not 
become normative elsewhere until centuries later. When the great scholar, 
Scaliger, arrived from France in 1593, he was astonished to find that in 
Holland even servant girls could read. 

After the Revolt, the provincial States, town governments, and the public 
Church in the north all took a far greater interest in expanding and 
regulating the schools in both towns and countryside than had the secular 
and ecclesiastical authorities before 1572. The overwhelming motive for 
doing so was the pressure to confessionalize the population in a Reformed 
direction as rapidly and effectively as possible, both to counter the efforts 
of the dissenting Protestant Churches, and the Catholics, and to widen the 
base of support for the rebel state and the new public Church. It is for this 
reason that the chief emphasis in education at primary level was always on 
reading, instilling the catechism, and church-going. Learning to write was 
regarded as less essential, while arithmetic was not considered part of 
elementary education at all. But, if the motivation was confessional, it is also 
apparent that the great expansion of primary education in the United 
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Provinces after 1590 coincided with the major expansion of the cities, and 
of the economy, and that the spread of literacy not only buttressed the 
confessionalization process but assisted the diffusion: of many kinds of 
technical knowledge, including military and naval drill, and served to 
advance social mobility by increasing the opportunities available to able 
boys from humble backgrounds, not the least of whom was the great 
admiral Michiel de Ruyter. Majority literacy also had the effect of enabling 
humble men such as sailors, bargemen, and artisans to follow political and 
church developments by reading the numerous Dutch-language, and often 
popularly couched, pamphlets issuing from the presses from the 1570s 
onwards. 

Educational strategy in the north, though shaped by the needs of the new 
public Church, was laid down and controlled by the provincial States and 
the town governments. Here we encounter a fundamental difference between 
north and south. For in the Spanish, and later the Austrian, Netherlands, 
the Church, at the insistence of central government in Brussels, exercised a 
direct control over the appointment and regulation of schoolmasters and 
mistresses, turning the existing schoolmasters’ guilds in the towns into a 
strict regulatory mechanism without the provincial and civic authorities 
participating in the process.°° In the north, by contrast, except at Middel- 
burg, schoolmasters’ guilds were everywhere absent from the picture.*’ The 
system.in the south was designed to ensure that only strictly Catholic 
education was provided. The system in the north ensured that Reformed 
schooling everywhere predominated but nowhere exercised an absolute 
monopoly. 

In the years following the Revolt, the northern provincial States drew up 
‘provincial ‘school orders’ and regulations intended to promote elementary 
education. They gave responsibility for administering the school system, 
appointing teachers in the ‘public schools’, and licensing private school 
teachers to the town governments and, in the countryside, to those who had 
inherited, or purchased, local lordly rights—which, in Holland and Zeeland, 
often’ again meant the town governments. But, at the same time, the 
provincial States assigned the public Church an important advisory role as 
regards appointments and measures to assist poor parents to send their 
children to'school, and a dominant voice in determining the syllabus in the 
‘public schools’. Thus the States of Zeeland in their school order of 1583, 
renewed in 1590, declared that one of their prime responsibilities was to 
ensure that the youth of Zeeland should be ‘educated and brought up in the 
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fear and right knowledge of God’ and that accordingly only ‘approved’ 
teachers would be permitted to teach in the province; that there should be 
a provincial system of village schools; and that the schoolmasters in the 
latter should be appointed by those who held local lordly rights—whether 
nobles or towns—but only with the approval of, and in consultation with, 
the local classis of the Reformed Church.** In the towns, it was laid down, 
no one was allowed to run a ‘Dutch, Latin, or French’ school without the 
permission of the magistracy. The States of Utrecht’s school order of 1588 
similarly aspired to create a province-wide elementary educational system 
controlled by the towns and, in the countryside, by local nobles but with 
extensive participation by the Reformed classes.” 

The goal of the provincial States, town councils, and Reformed classes 
was to provide cheap, subsidized primary education, available to most 
children, which would instil reading, discipline, and confessional attitudes 
but not necessarily writing and rarely arithmetic. Parents who wished their 
children to be taught to write had to pay additional fees. In order to keep 
the ‘school money’, paid by parents for their children’s education, as low as 
possible the policy was for the towns to pay ‘public’ schoolmasters a basic 
(albeit very low) salary. With the passage of time, and growth in additional 
subsidies from the consistories, it also became usual in some areas for 
schoolmasters of Reformed schools to be obliged to teach the children of 
the poor free of charge. Since together the salary and ‘school money’ paid 
to village schoolmasters were rarely sufficient to make ends meet, it was 
common for the latter to work also for the local consistory as church choir 
leader, bell ringer, and in other auxiliary roles. 

The teaching method used in the primary schools consisted of putting 
boys and girls, separated by sex and age, into small groups all in one large 
room, with each group at a different stage. Learning chiefly by memorizing, 
the children followed a fixed system, beginning with the letters of the 
alphabet learnt from the so-called ABC books. The schoolmaster’s job was 
chiefly to organize these groups, maintain order, ‘hear’ pupils reading, and 
to ensure, at a later stage, that prayers, psalms, and questions and answers 
from the catechism were being learnt by heart.“ Teaching in the sense of 
explanation and elucidation rarely intruded. From the ages of 6 to 8 
children concentrated on spelling, reading, and first elements of catechism. 
Elementary education was then completed with more advanced. reading 
from the catechism and excerpts from Scripture. In many schools the 
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flavour of elementary education was uncompromisingly confessional in 
character, featuring question-and-answer sessions such as ‘Who is the head 
of the Reformed Churches? Answer: Christ alone’. “What then is the Pope? 
Answer: the ‘Antichrist’.’ However,. by assigning. control to the town 
governments, and those with lordly rights in the countryside, the provincial 
States. had created a system which allowed wide variations in the manner 
and zeal with: which ‘confessional education was administered. Much 
depended on the ideological stance of the town in question and, at any rate 
in Holland and Utrecht, on the attitude of local nobles. Elsewhere, on the 
whole, the provincial Delegated States showed more determination in 
refusing to allow Catholic and crypto-Catholic nobles to appoint teachers 
with little. zeal for the Reformed faith. 

One of the most important factors in the progress of Catholic and 
Lutheran confessionalization in towns such as Haarlem, Leiden, Rotterdam, 
Gouda, and also Nijmegen. (where the Catholic clergy were exceptionally 
successful), before 1618, was that the Arminian regents who then controlled 
these towns adopted a much more lenient attitude towards Catholic, Luther- 
an, and other non-Reformed private schools than did their Counter-Remon- 
strant counterparts. Moreover, in rural Holland and Utrecht Catholic nobles 
were sometimes successful in placing, and keeping, Catholic or crypto-Cath- 
olic schoolmasters in the. village schools, as.for example at Warmond and 
Wassenaar. Nevertheless, it is clear that large numbers of Catholic children 
did attend Reformed village schools. For if, in the course of time, there were 
numerous Catholic and other non-Reformed schools in the towns, in the 
villages there. was normally only a single school. Thus, for example, in the 
predominantly Catholic Utrecht village of Odijk some sixty pupils attended 
the Reformed village school in 1660, a size fairly typical of village schools 
throughout the Republic. Yet some Catholic parents clearly preferred not to 
send their children to school, if only Reformed education was available, even 
though in. localities with a large Catholic population Reformed schoolmasters 
often diluted the confessional content of their teaching so as not to alienate 
parents and thereby lose school fees. Thus while literacy levels amongst the 
Catholic population living in the United Provinces were higher than in the 
Spanish Netherlands, and than among Protestants living in Britain or 
Germany, they were nevertheless lower than among the Dutch Protestant 
population. In the late eighteenth century, roughly 57 per cent of Catholic 
bridegrooms marrying in rural Utrecht could sign their names, whereas the 
comparable figure for Protestant men was 75 per cent.” A similar but 
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somewhat narrower gap is evident also for the cities. At Amsterdam, it was 
already the case, by 1630, that 57 per cent of bridegrooms and 32-per cent 
of brides could sign their names; by 1680, the corresponding figures had 
risen to 70 and 40 per cent.*? A century later, in 1780, 87 per cent of 
Reformed bridegrooms and 69 per cent of Reformed brides could append 
their signatures as against 79 per cent of Catholic grooms and 53 per cent 
of Catholic brides. Literacy figures in the Amsterdam Lutheran community 
in the. late eighteenth century were only slightly lower than those for the 
Reformed. Among the Jewish community, 84 per cent of bridegrooms could 
sign but only 31 per.cent of brides, a gap between men and women which 
was unique in Dutch life to the Ashkenazic Jews. 

An essential feature of Dutch elementary education was the emphasis on 
discipline. One of the principal purposes of primary education was to bring 
the children into the Reformed churches, under the supervision of their 
teachers, in disciplined rows trained to sit through the (often extremely-long) 
sermons and to sing together. But it was by no means only in church that 
a reverential attitude was insisted on. Children were required to show proper 
respect towards their elders and betters in and outside of school and outside 
of church. The Zeeland school order of 1583 required that children. who 
failed to step aside and doff their hats, on encountering grown-ups-on their 
way to and from school, should be reported and punished. 


THE FURTHER REFORMATION AND SOCIETY 


All the confessional blocks in seventeenth-and eighteenth-century Dutch 
society strove to instil social and moral discipline into their members. 
Church leaders may have been at odds over a range of theological and 
institutional issues but in the social sphere pursued broadly similar aims, 
albeit with differences of emphasis, all being adamant on the need for: a 
highly disciplined, orderly society. Thus the Jewish congregations, however 
different in other respects, through their boards of elders likewise enforced 
a stern social and moral discipline. Among Protestants the most austere, and 
insistent on submission of the individual to elders and consistory, were the 
Mennonites. All the Anabaptist groups adhered to stringent moral codes 
and patterns of behaviour, eschewing taverns as well as wine and spirits, and 
discouraging laughter—endeavouring always to look stern.“ They were the 
most austere in matters of dress, the most severe towards bankrupts. After 
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the split of 1664 both main streams of Dutch Anabaptism remained 
decidedly strict though the Old Mennonites were the most uncompromising, 
refusing any concession:to fashion, display, or hint of luxury. It was claimed 
in the eighteenth century that a principal reason for the steady decline in 
Mennonite.numbers was their uncompromising rejection of novelties such 
as coffee and tea, wearing wigs, and taking snuff. 

. But if the Mennonites were the severest, it was the Reformed who exerted 
the widest influence.on society. Here, however, the situation was compli- 
cated by the deep rifts within the public Church down to 1619 and again 
from the 1650s.:For-these, if rooted in theological differences, nevertheless 
extended, to a degree, to the social: sphere, especially on questions: of 
life-style and sabbath observance.‘ Even so by the middle of the seventeenth 
century, the Further Reformation—the call for a reforming of manners and 
morals, and a more godly society-—was gaining momentum and becoming 
more widespread throughout the Republic. Voetius and the other prominent 
preachers beside him at Utrecht—Jodocus van Lodenstein (1620-77), An- 
dreas Essenius (1618-77), Cornelis Gentman (1617-96), Johannes Teellinck 
(d. 1674), and the incorrigible Abraham van de Velde (1614-77)—perse- 
vered with their crusade for stricter. sabbath observance, reduced toleration, 
and. above all.a thorough purification of Church and society to make both 
more God-fearing and godly. Van de Velde, in publications such as his 
Biddaghs-Meditatie (1659), deemed Dutch society to be deeply mired by 
immodesty, extravagance, adultery, prostitution, and profanation of the 
sabbath,;. warning that God had already manifested his anger by taking from 
the Dutch their conquests in Brazil, and other punishments, and that worse 
would soon follow if there was no radical change of heart.“ Van Lodenstein, 
a-man of deeper spirituality, and a considerable poet, was milder but, by the 
1650s, likewise feared that only some great disaster would: exert enough 
pressure to compel the regents and the rest of society to accept a thorough 
reformation of morals and life-style.47 Pre-eminent figures of the Further 
Reformation outside Utrecht, during the third quarter of the century, 
included Petrus Wittewrongel (1609-62), a Zeelander who had an appreci- 
able impact as a preacher and writer on life-style, at Amsterdam, Theodo- 
rus a Brakel (1608-69), from Enkhuizen, who laboured chiefly in Friesland, 
and the fervent controversialist Jacobus Koelman (1632-95), preacher from 
1662 to 1674, at Sluis. 
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The Further Reformation was a puritanical movement within the Re- 
formed Church for the reforming of life-style and morals. But it .was 
inseparable from the rigid confessional stance with which its leading 
protagonists were imbued. Voetius, dominant in the Utrecht consistory, 
firmly coupled theologia practica with dogmatic. fundamentalism.” He 
viewed purity of life as the fruit of true faith. The reformation of society, he 
and his adherents believed, required an unremitting onslaught on doubt, 
evasion, and heresy. In this way, Voetius’ reformation of behaviour became 
tied to his attack on Descartes and the ‘new philosophy’, as well as 
Remonstrantism: and other deficient theology, especially ‘Socinianism’, 
which he, like Essenius and Wittewrongel, identified on-all sides. But in 
Holland and Utrecht, the foes of faith were protected by the ‘Arminian’ 
regents, as were ungodly living and ‘whoredom’. Thus, Voetius, like Van de 
Velde and Lodenstein, felt bound to enter the political sphere. To combat 
the ‘Epicureans, atheists, libertines, heretics, and Spiritualists’ with any hope 
of success, and carry through their reformation of life-style, they had to 
capture the town halls and overthrow the regent policies which encouraged 
libertinism, practical and theoretical, to flourish. 

The Further Reformation worked through the consistories and laity, 
mobilizing support, to exert pressure on the regents, to act both against 
unseemly conduct and reprehensible beliefs. The basic strategy pursued by 
Voetian consistories was to present petitions to town councils requesting 
tough civic edicts designed to curb immorality and misbehaviour by 
imposing penalties and fines. Typical was the remonstrance submitted, at 
Voetius’ prompting, to the Utrecht regents in 1665, demanding the appoint- 
ment of more preachers, stringent regulations against. smoking, drinking, 
swearing, blasphemy, and violation of the sabbath, and also the closure of 
taverns on Sundays, effective suppression of Catholic. conventicles, and, 
finally, that ‘adultery be vigorously combated .. ..and that just as placards 
exist against brothels and such whoredom . .. there should be strict. penal- 
ties for ordinary whoredom’.* ‘Ordinary whoredom’ was the name which 
the consistories gave to adultery as distinct from prostitution. One of their 
chief goals was to have adultery made a civic offence punishable by fines. . 

But to mobilize the consistories against the ‘Arminian’ regents of Holland 
and Utrecht, they had first to overcome their opponents in the consistories. 
Thus, Voetians regarded Cocceius’ theology as a brake on the reformation 
of society and the presence of Cocceians in the consistories as an obstacle 
to their labours. To succeed they felt they needed to sweep Cocceian 
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theology aside, capture the consistories, and, mobilizing the people, exert 
irresistible pressure on the regents. Cocceian theology, in their estimation, 
not only undermined. sabbath observance, and encouraged the spread of 
Cartesian philosophy and science, but directly. obstructed the drive against 
extravagance and immodesty. By: the late seventeenth century, it was 
claimed, one could distinguish Cocceian and Voetian-preachers from across 
the street, since the one wore wigs, and made other concessions to fashion, 
which the other did not. Concerning seemly and unseemly conduct disagree- 
ment was, of course, usually a matter of degree. With regard to dancing, for 
example, .Voetians rejected dance and dance-halls outright, as ungodly, and 
would not tolerate dancing at weddings, while Cocceians considered dancing 
acceptable ini moderation ‘with care as to time, place, and persons’.*' At 
Amsterdam, the consistory no longer summonsed congregants for the sin of 
dancing, after 1650; but several preachers kept up an unrelenting campaign 
from the pulpit. In 1681, the Amsterdam consistory laid down that when, 
at. wedding receptions,: guests began to: dance, any preacher of the public 
Church present must: immediately depart to show his disapproval.” 
Another ingredient of Dutch life decried by the Further Reformation was 
the theatre. Prior to the -1640s,. there had been a sporadic: campaign 
especially against Vondel and:other known adversaries of Counter-Remon- 
strantism connected with the stage. But a more general polemic against the 
theatre arose only during the middle. decades of the century inspired by 
Voetius and led, at Amsterdam, by Petrus Wittewrongel who, especially in 
his Oeconomia Christiana (1655), a handbook. of Christian purity, strongly 
disapproved of the violence, paganism, and marital infidelity so often 
depicted in plays. During the First Anglo-Dutch War, Wittewrongel ad- 
monished his countrymen that the Almighty would inflict on them terrible 
retribution ‘unless they renounced their sinful ways, eschewed whoredom 
and heavy drinking, and suppressed the stage. After the war, the warnings 
lost none of their stridency, as trade recovered, anxieties waned, and from 
1655, for the first:time in the history of the Dutch theatre, and several years 
before they did so in England, women began appearing on stage. Aroused 
by the mounting. controversy, Vondel, in 1661, published an uncomprom- 
ising defence of the theatre which provoked several angry rejoinders. During 
the plague of: 1664, the vroedschap had to shut the theatre, allowing 
performances to resume only in 1666. But adversity soon again came.to the 
aid of the Further Reformation. Closed during the emergency of 1672, the 


5 Van Leenhof, Zedig en Christelik verandwoordschrift, 122. 
» Roodenburg, Onder censuur, 323. 


694 The Later Golden Age,: 1647-1702 


theatre remained shut,‘under Voetian pressure, for five years.*? It was only 
allowed to reopen, after a determined campaign led by Van Beuningen and 
Hudde, on condition nothing. was staged: which could.be deemed harmful 
either to morals or the public Church. : 

The Further. Reformation failed to close the Amsterdam theatre perma- 
nently. Nevertheless, it had a pervasive impact on the Dutch stage. If the’ 
consistory succeeded only once in persuading the burgomasters to.suppress 
a particular play—Vondel’s . Lucifer,. banned after two: performances, in 
February 1654, for representing heaven and angels on stage*—-the sustained 
pressure, and intermittent closures, of the 1660s and: 1670s compelled: the 
theatre board to become exceedingly cautious. They exercised a self-censor- 
ship which prevented anything in the least objectionable or bawdy reaching 
the playhouse at all. Nothing remotely: like: the bawdiness ‘of English 
Restoration: comedy was possible in the ‘Dutch theatre of the period 
Moreover, the Further Reformation ensured that.outside Amsterdam, The 
Hague, and Rotterdam, stage performances occurred increasingly infre- 
quently and that in some cities, such as Utrecht, from- 1662, the stage was 
banned outright.* 

Another issue which led to much wrangling, even in small towns, was that 
of organs and :organ-playing in the churches of the- public Church. Under 
the Acts of the National Synod of Dordrecht of 1578 it was forbidden to 
use organs for divine service. But in most main churches the organs had not 
actually been removed and were regularly played, to enliven church-going, 
before and after services. The greatest Dutch composer, the organist Jan 
Pietersz. Sweelinck (d. 1621), earned his living at the Old Church, in 
Amsterdam, in precisely this way. But this left an unresolved argument 
which intensified in the 1640s, following publication of a treatise champion- 
ing the use of organs to accompany services which Constantijn Huygens 
published, with the approval of Hooft and other members of the Muiden 
circle, in 1641. Frederik Hendrik also seems to have: looked ‘favourably on 
the use of organs in the churches; But most. preachers opposed using organs 
to accompany services and many actively urged their removal. Where 
Voetius and Huygens were agreed was in holding that it was illogical to 
enhance church-going with organ-playing before, and after, services if the 
organ was a papist embellishment unfit to accompany divine service.* 
Voetius and the Further Reformation launched a counter-campaign for the 
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removal of the organs from the churches, provoking endless debates in 
consistories and town councils. A main aim of Koelman, a pupil of Voetius 
and uncompromising anti-Cocceian, during his twelve years as a preacher 
at Sluis, was to secure the removal of the organ from the main church.°*’ 

The Further Reformation was at its height in. the: second half of the 
seventeenth century. It pressed most strongly at times of national emer- 
gency—during the Anglo-Dutch Wars, the French invasion of 1672, and, 
again, in 1688. It reached all parts of the Republic.and levels of society.. No 
province was unaffected by its rise. For despite the United Provinces’ highly 
decentralized political structure, in some respects the country: was more, 
rather than less, integrated than the great monarchies of Europe and by no 
means only in the spheres of passenger travel, communications, transport, 
finance, and commerce. It was also culturally highly integrated. The system 
of appointing preachers according to their reputations as communicators to 
the people made the consistories throughout the Republic (who never knew 
when they might next have to fill a preaching vacancy) connoisseurs of 
preachers’ skills, and careers, in all the provinces, and rendered the 
influential preacher’s activity-a matter of ‘national’ rather than purely local 
or provincial interest. Perhaps more than any other occupational group, 
preachers moved from province to province, often embracing three or four 
provinces during the course of a career. Joannes Teellinck, for example, 
served as preacher at Flushing (1649-55), Utrecht (1655-60), Arnemuiden 
(1660-1), Kampen (1661-74); and Leeuwarden (1674). 

Locally, the extent.of the impact of the Further Reformation had much 
to do with the political balance between the rival politico-theological blocs 
in the towns and town halls. _When regents sympathetic to the Voetian 
outlook controlled the town government, the scope was obviously greater 
than when their opponents were in the.ascendant. But it should not be 
supposed that wherever the States party-faction prevailed in the town hall, 
the Further Reformation was then without influence. If it held sway:in the 
consistory, this was bound to mean that it was supported by a large segment 
of the town’s populace. Thus, Voetius and-his adherents secured more 
co-operation from the Utrecht regents in the 1640s, and again after 1673, 
when the city was dominated by the ‘Church’ party, than in the intervening 
period when the ‘Arminians’ were in charge. Yet despite this, and the 
frustration felt by Lodenstein and others, at their defeats, the Further 
Reformation gained some notable successes at Utrecht during this time, 
including an intensified drive against prostitution, placards banning theatre 
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and restricting dancing, and, in 1659, a ban on cock-fighting.* At Amster- 
dam, the consistory exerted greater pressure during the decades 1650-90 
than either: before, or after, through: its enquiries and summonses, on 
adulterers, unmarried mothers; and girls pregnant on marriage. It was 
during the same period, moreover, that it spurred the city into trying to curb 
at least the more blatant forms of prostitution.*® During the second half of 
the seventeenth century, between eighty and two hundred brothel-keepers 
and prostitutes were prosecuted by the magistracy annually, amounting to 
about 20 per cent of all arrests in the city: 

Nevertheless, a shift in political control could make a great difference to 
the culture and flavour of a town. Arnhem, relatively liberal during the third 
quarter of the century, experienced, like the other towns occupied by the 
French and Munsterites in the years 1672-4, a certain loosening of disci- 
pline, and the full religious toleration, which prevailed in those years. Even 
so (whatever some Reformed divines said afterwards), the city was hardly a 
sink of iniquity. The French soldiery were reasonably disciplined, despite 
finding the local womenfolk mostly unresponsive, even in the taverns. One 
disgruntled French officer wrote to a friend, of the women of Arnhem, that 
one ‘can see nothing of their bosoms since they cover them up so carefully 
that they all look like saints’.© Nevertheless, after the French evacuation, 
the consistory, backed by the new Orangist town government, exploited the 
reaction: against the French, Catholicism, and alleged deterioration of 
morals to engineer a lasting change in attitudes in the town, not least by 
‘warning their congregants that only by means of a thorough reform of 
morals and life-style could they deflect future visitations of God’s anger. 

In the subsequent period, the Arnhem raad became more active than they 
had been prior to 1672 in breaking up Catholic conventicles and combating 
adultery, prostitution, merry-making, and dance. That this was not mere 
window-dressing is indicated by the evidence of the town’s baptismal 
registers. After 1675, there was a noticeable falling off of births out of 
‘wedlock, and conceptions before the date of marriage, indicating a decrease 
in extramarital sex in Arnhem which was not reversed until after the end of 
the period of confessional intolerance around 1720." At the height of the 
campaign, in 1678, the Voetian consistory petitioned the town council to 
emulate ‘other towns’ and impose civic fines for the offence of ‘fornication’ 
among couples intending to marry. 
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A typical feature of the Further Reformation was the demand for consis- 
tory and pulpit to be free of control by the town councils. For, in Voetian 
eyes, it was the power of unsympathetic, or insufficiently supportive, regents 
which chiefly obstructed the Church’s progress. ‘Arminian’ regents, backing 
the De Witt regime, were viewed with often vehement hostility by the 
Voetians. One preacher remarked, in 1672, that though the regents who 
dominated the States of Holland, and sought to muzzle the consistories, were 
nominally members of the public Church, in fact they were not ‘true belie- 
vers’ but hypocrites who subverted society, state, and Church. He claimed 
that, since the peace with Spain; in 1648, ‘Arminians, together with their 
supporters, the Socinians and Atheists, have crawled into the consistories 
and town halls and, so as more easily to coax our youth into accepting novel 
opinions, encouraged the study in our universities of the seducer Descartes’. 
The only cure for the ‘sickness’ afflicting Dutch society, he assured his 
readers, was to restore the pulpit to its ‘former liberty and freedom’. The 
‘hypocrites’ within. the consistories were, of course, the Cocceians, whom 
Voetians regarded as accomplices of the States party-faction. Some Voetians 
were inclined to view Cocceian collaboration with the ‘Louvesteiners’ as part 
of a sinister theologico-political conspiracy designed to abolish the stadhold- 
erate, subvert the Union, undermine the consistories, overturn the National 
Synod of Dordrecht, replace Aristotelian philosophy and science with the 
‘new-philosophy’ of Descartes, and pervert the moral fibre of society. 

The last major surge of the Further Reformation in Holland—elsewhere 
it retained its grip longer—coincided with the rising fear-of Louis XIV, and 
the supposed international Catholic offensive, in the 1680s. The plight of the 
Huguenots alarmed Dutch opinion, creating a sense of insecurity, and at the 
same time intensified pressure for the ‘necessary reformation’ of society. At 
Delft, the consistory submitted a petition to the vroedschap, in November 
1685, demanding stronger curbs on Catholic freedom, closure of brothels, 
tighter sabbath observance, stricter enforcement of fines for adultery, and 
placards banning celebration of the December. St Nicholas feast, and other 
‘superstitious festivals’. The vroedschap was also asked to act ‘in conformity 
with many other towns’ to ban comedy-players, jugglers, and tightrope 
walkers during the annual fair.*? Suppressing prostitution was a particularly 
high priority.. But whoredom in Delft was so inconspicuous that the town’s 
schout could assure the vroedschap that, as far as he knew, there were no 
addresses where prostitution was practised there.” 
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Similar pressures arose at Amsterdam, especially during the. tense month 
of November 1688, as William IH’s armada for the invasion of England 
nervously. awaited a favourable. wind. The consistory agreed, ‘since Father- 
land and Church are ‘threatened: by very dark clouds’, to petition the 
burgomasters for more vigorous moral reform, especially suppression of 
prostitution, ‘closure of taverns and other places of debauchery on the 
Lord’s Day’, and suppression of dance-halls.% Part of the consistory also 
wanted to renew the attack on the city’s theatre, but others preferred to 
leave that for the moment.:In March 1686, even Leiden’s predominantly 
Cocceian consistory felt some need to respond to the prevailing mood and 
pressed for closure of the: town’s (Huguenot) dance-halls—but only on 
Sundays, a characteristically Cocceian twist.” 

The advance of the Further Reformation, and resulting pressure on 
morals and life-style, led critics to ask by what right the public Church, and 
its allies within civic.government, sought to direct the life-of the community 
and individual.‘ The most influential opponent of consistory power was.:the 
Utrecht regent, and physician,.Lambert van Velthuizen (1622-85). Though 
nominally a member of the Reformed Church, he was:a strong supporter of 
toleration, a friend of Collegiants, and fervent Cartesian. Velthuizen argued, 
in several tracts:of.the 1650s and 1660s, that no church body had authority 
to coerce the individual and that compulsion in civil society could legitim- 
ately derive only from the secular authority.” He considered it essential that 
the consistories be firmly subordinated to the city councils. 

The conflict between the rival ideological blocs within the Dutch body 
politic during the mid-seventeenth century was not a gentlemanly affair. 
Much was at stake and both sides were apt to use intemperate language. 
Voetians called the States party ‘hypocrites, libertines.and heretics’, while 
their opponents styled the Voetians advocates of the: Genevan yoke, 
subverters of freedom, and allies of immoral Stadholders. The .‘Louvestei- 
ners’ cast no slur on William the Silent and Frederik Hendrik, who had 
defended ‘freedom’ and resisted many demands of the public Church. But 
precisely those Stadholders, Maurits and William I], who had championed 
the Church, and whom the orthodox glorified, were more than a little 
vulnerable to critical innuendo. The lawyer Johannes Uytenhage de Mist, a 
friend of Pieter de la Court, alluded, in several of his ‘republican. tracts, to 
the promiscuity of Maurits and William II, princes whose unbridled lust had 
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been the constant talk of The Hague. The public were asked to wonder what 
trust they could have in the Salvin zeal of preachers who professed to 
revere such men. 


29 


The Republic at its Zenith, I: The 1650s 
o 


THE MAKING OF THE ‘TRUE FREEDOM 


© sovereign prince (to Lipsius’ distress) attained sovereign power in 

the north Netherlands after 1572. The States of Holland assumed 
charge of the government, in that year, with Orange directing the war, and 
heading the executive, but with the promise to act only in consultation with 
the States ‘who best know the situation of the land and inclinations of the 
people’.' Holland, with Zeeland and Utrecht, unlike Brabant and Flanders, 
firmly refused to transfer sovereignty to Anjou. Nevertheless, government in 
the north between 1572 and 1587 was not yet fully republican in character. 
This was less because Philip II was still acknowledged as sovereign in theory, 
until 1581, than because Orange—and briefly also Anjou and Leicester— 
loomed large in the processes of decision-making, military command, and 
appointments. Only with Leicester’s departure, in 1587, did a fully republi- 
can system evolve in which the States of Holland, led by Oldenbarnevelt, 
emerged in practice, if not in theory, as the principal decision-making body. 
Moreover, this first bout of real republican rule acquired a political 
philosophy to match in the pre-1618 writings of Grotius and also the 
remarkable tract De Republica Ebraeorum (1617) by the Leiden professor 
Petrus Cunaeus, which has been called the ‘most powerful public statement 
of republican theory in the early years of the Dutch Republic’.? But this 
opening phase of republican government foundered despite its many suc- 
cesses. It ended, after thirty years, with Maurits’s coup d’état of 1618, which 
fundamentally changed the structure of power at all levels in the United 
Provinces, replacing a fully republican with a quasi-republican ‘Caesarean’ 
system. It also halted the flow of republican writing in the tradition of 
Grotius and Cunaeus. Now the Stadholder controlled decisions and ap- 
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pointments through his tiny circle of :confidants and favourites, mostly 
nobles and military men, and political discourse changed accordingly. 

‘Maurits’s system of decision-making, clientage; and influence continued 
under Frederik Hendrik, :albeit in a modified form, without Maurits’s 
theological base and yielding some ground to Holland.: But Holland 
remained in an essentially subordinate position, with. major appointments 
and decisions. being made by the Stadholder and his favourites. The 
distribution of influence in the United Provinces under the Orangist system, 
in other words, was fundamentally different from under the republican 
system restored in-1650. Foreign.courts and diplomats in’ mid-seventeenth- 
century Europe were acutely aware of the gulf between these contrasting 
versions of the. Dutch Republic because under the system of the Stadholder 
the latter effectively controlled Dutch diplomacy (even though: officially 
ambassadors dealt with the States General) and the Stadholders took major 
military decisions (apart from provision of funds), whereas under the rival 
system, restored in 1650, it was the committees of the States of Holland 
which controlled diplomacy and the. use of the army.’ 

The system of the Stadholders undoubtedly allowed speedier decisions 
than the more consultative and formalized republican alternative, and made 
it much easier for the Dutch state to cloak its high-level decision-making in 
secrecy. But, as against this, it also exhibited appreciable weaknesses. 
Under Stadholders, most power and influence in the Republic was wielded 
by a small clique, often nobles linked to the Stadholder’s court, repre- 
sentative of no broad groups or entities in the population and answerable, 
in practice, only to the Stadholder. Consequently, government was, and 
remained, remote from Holland’s civic society where wealth was created and 
most of the Republic’s vitality, in all spheres, lay. An inevitable consequence 
was that military matters vital to the Stadholder and his favourites received 
higher, and the maritime interests of Holland lower, priority than they 
would have under the republican system in which Holland not only 
provided the resources but controlled their use: 

Another effect of the concentration of influence in few hands under the 
Stadholders was that policy-making became more susceptible, than under 
the republican system, to corruption from without. It is true that under the 
republican system corruption was also rife, that, after 1650, the corridors of 
power at The Hague became notorious for trafficking in state documents 
and secrets, and that in the cities corrupt dealings in the disposing of offices 
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and favours were rampant. Yet here the susceptibility. was much more to the 
power of corruption from within, so that the Republic remained distinctly 
less vulnerable to venal manipulation by foreign courts than under Stadhol- 
ders. A prodigiously corrupt figure such as Cornelis Musch, secretary of the 
States General under Frederik Hendrik, who.made his fortune chiefly: out 
of his influence over the conduct of diplomacy, was a typical symptom of 
the Orangist system. The French envoy, Chanut, noted this distinction in 
1653, pointing out that under Maurits and Frederik Hendrik, the foreign 
diplomat at The Hague always knew ‘qui distribuoient les charges et. les 
graces’, so that bribery in high places. was an apt. means of conducting 
diplomacy; under the States party-faction, by contrast, power—and. thus 
also corrupt power—was more diffuse, with the result that such bribery 
became:a less effective instrument: ‘aujourd’hui’, concluded -Chanut, ‘cette 
dépense serait infinie et infructueuse’.* 

Dismantling the system based on the stadholderate commenced during 
Frederik Hendrik’s last year as Holland took charge of the Mitnster peace 
talks and reduced the army. The Stadholder’s court, during the years 
1646-8, lost much of its previous leverage. But then a struggle for control 
ensued in which William Ii triumphed and briefly succeeded in restoring the 
‘system prevailing between 1618 and 1646, with the Stadholder making key 
decisions and appointments and Holland eclipsed..The Stadholder’s death 
in November 1650, however, undid his. work, the structure of government 
then reverting immediately to its more republican mode, nullifying the 
changes brought in by the Counter-Remonstrant revolution of 1618. Thus 
William II’s death precipitated a much more fundamental change than his 
sensational coup, a fact quickly grasped by leading regents and subsequently 
stressed by Aitzema in his great chronicle.® The new era of republican rule 
was to last twenty-two years. 

The States of Holland, so recently humiliated, seized the opportunity 
which presented itself with alacrity.? The Holland Gecommitteerde Raden 
moved to assert their authority over the army and summoned the full States 
to an emergency session. The regents incarcerated by William II at Loeve- 
stein were released and restored to their previous offices except in the.case 
of the Brothers Bicker—who had enemies as well as friends in the Amster- 
dam vroedschap—and resumed only their vroedschap seats; henceforth, it 
was the equally republican-minded brothers De Graeff, and their following, 
who dominated. Amsterdam. ‘Within days of the Prince’s death Holland 
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proposed in the States General that the provinces should gather-in a special 
‘Great Assembly’ to determine how best to maintain the: Union in the 
unprecedented ‘situation in which the United Provinces now found them- 
selves. Preparations were made. for a special convention at The Hague to 
take place early in 1651. 

‘But the basic restructuring-of government, and power relationships, took 

place during the -crucial months between William II’s death and the 
convening of the Great. Assembly, jeaving the latter with little more to do 
than acquiesce and formalize the restoration of Holland’s ascendancy over 
the confederate state, Thus,:the majority of the States of Holland showed 
no desire to. appoint anyone as Stadholder to succeed the. dead Prince and 
the decision to leave the stadholderate in Holland indefinitely vacant was 
already taken in November. Immediately after doing so, Holland sent a 
delegation to Zeeland to. forestall moves there to appoint a Stadholder,* 
following the birth of William ITI. 
-» Having laid both stadholderate and captaincy-general in abeyance, the 
States of Holland proceeded to assume the political and military functions 
of the stadholderate within their province.’ Previously, the Stadholder had 
supervised vroedschap elections and, in most towns, enjoyed: the prerogative 
of selecting the civic magistrates (schepenen) from double lists, as well as the 
right to appoint the key rural magistrates—the drosten and baljuws. None 
of the States. of Holland wholly opposed the appropriation of these 
functions by the States, though the ridderschap objected to the relegation to 
the towns of unrestricted control over their elections urging active supervi- 
sion: by the States (which would have given the ridderschap some influence 
in the proceedings), while Leiden held that the transfer of powers should be 
provisional only ‘in the hope that eventually the newly born Prince will serve 
the Republic in the same functions as had been conferred respectively on his 
father, grandfather, great-uncle and great-grandfather, in their lives’.’° No 
other Holland town remained so incorrigibly Orangist. 

The States took aver the Stadholder’s powers within the province,.on.8 
December. 1650, ‘issuing charters to voting towns which applied, allowing 
them to elect their. own vroedschap members, magistrates, and burgomasters, 
without outside intervention, under ultimate supervision of the States." In 
this way, the regents arrogated to themselves. full control over distribution 
of offices, and influence, within their towns. Holland towns unrepresented 
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in the States—Geertruidenberg, Oudewater; Woerden, Naarden, Heusden, 
and Middelharnis—-were to continue submitting double lists of nominations 
from which the choice of regents would be made as before, but now by the 
States, instead of the Stadholder.”? The States ‘likewise took responsibility 
for appointing baljuws and drosten. 

All this signified a considerable. change in the structure of power, in both 
towns and rural areas. The grip of the regents was reinforced; other 
influences of which the Stadholder was apt to take account—including in 
some contexts guild and militia -bodies—-were eliminated. In Dordrecht, 
where the guilds still had a residual voice, there was strong resistance and, 
in April 1651, rioting in support of the guilds and the: college, called the 
Goede Lieden van Achten, of guild representatives (chosen, until 1650, by the 
Stadholder, from nominations submitted by the guilds), which had retained 
a say in the selection of burgomasters. The Dordrecht regents quelled the 
disturbances with the support of the States.'>. 

The baljuws and drosten.were powerful figures. in rural Holland and 
elimination of the Stadholder.entailed a transfer of power which simulta- 
neously affected many smaller towns: At Gorcum the drost—in 1650 still the 
same nobleman that Maurits had put in, in 1617—had hitherto lorded over 
the town, as well as the countryside around.'* This ended in 1650; the new 
drost, appointed by the States, was without authority in the town, which 
followed the rest in obtaining a States charter enabling its regents to hold 
their own elections, and choose burgomasters, ‘without the drost intervening. 

Holland also endeavoured, in advance of the Great. Assembly, to encour- 
age similar changes in Zeeland. Orangist sentiment was traditionally strong 
in Zeeland; but many regents wished to emulate Holland, and profit from 
the Stadholder’s death, to enhance their local power and influence. Conse- 
quently, only two, of the six, voting towns—Flushing and Veere—were 
eager to appoint the. infant William III Stadholder.'S A majority of: the 
States of Zeeland voted to leave the stadholderate vacant; ‘abolish the vote 
of the First Noble (that of the Prince of Orange), reducing the States from 
seven votes to six, and follow Holland in authorizing the towns to co-opt 
their own regents and burgomasters, powers which were refused by Flushing 
and Veere.'® The Zeeland nobles, at this point, submitted a petition claiming 
that the First Noble had been the representative of the Zeeland ridderschap 
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and that his vote should now be transferred to them, an argument which 
failed to impress the States. From 1650 to 1672, the States of Zeeland were 
the Republic’s only provincial assembly in which towns alone were repre- 
sented. Zeeland society. as a whole, however, was deeply divided by the 
changes of 1650 and, from April 1651, Middelburg experienced several 
months of instability and riots. 

But it was not only the Holland and Zeeland regents who sprang into 
action. There was, in fact, intense politicking, in all the provinces. If 
Amsterdam struck a medal, representing William II as the Greek god 
Phaeton,‘ who, through pride, and exceeding his powers, fell from glory to 
disaster, adding the tag ‘Magnis excudit ausis’ as an expression of relief at 
William II’s disappearance from the scene, many prominent men in the 
inland provinces wanted to preserve the system of Maurits, Frederik 
Hendrik, and William II, and likewise manceuvred to gain advantage in 
advance of the Great Assembly. Backed by the States of Friesland, Willem 
Frederik urged the States of Groningen and Drenthe to choose a new 
Stadholder without delay, preferably by appointing himself. A Frisian 
delegation, of three grietmmannen, a Sneek burgomaster, and the secretary of 
the Delegated States, hastened to Groningen, to extol the virtues of the 
House of Nassau.’’ Shortly after, Groningen conferred its stadholderate on 
Willem Frederik, followed by the States of Drenthe. At the same time, the 
count appealed to the élites in other provinces not to leave their stadhold- 
erates vacant. Three days after the birth of William III, he wrote to the 
States of Utrecht, appealing to them to appoint the infant prince ‘Stad- 
holder of Utrecht’, and himself ‘lieutenant Stadholder’ to exercise the 
Stadholder’s powers, until the Prince came of age.'"* He pursued the same 
aim in Gelderland and Overijssel, where efforts were made, on his behalf, 
by local Orangist nobles.'? But no other province followed Groningen and 
Drenthe in choosing a Stadholder in advance of the Great Assembly. 

Of course, Holland by no means left this to chance. Delegations were sent 
to the inland provinces as well as Zeeland. The new leading figure in the 
Holland ridderschap, Jacob van Wassenaer, lord of Obdam (1610-66), 
worked skilfully on nobles with seats in the States of Gelderland and 
Overijssel. A military man, since 1643 drost of Heusden, and soon also 
governor of the garrison, he was particularly successful in winning over 
younger nobles with promises of commissions, and promotions, in the army. 
Obdam, and Cornelis de Graeff, who accompanied him to Gelderland, also 
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exploited the resentment of the Nijmegen raad over William II’s backing for 
the college of Gemeensiuyden, the representatives of the guilds, which had 
traditionally had a voice in the election of raad members.” The: regents of 
Nijmegen aspired to control their city like regents elsewhere, unencumbered 
by the influence of guild representatives, and discarding the stadholderate 
was the obvious way to achieve this. Caught between contradictory pres- 
sures but swayed most by Holland, the States of: Overijssel voted to 
postpone their decision on the stadholderate.” 

The Great Assembly was. the first occasion, since 1579, when the provinces 
gathered to debate the form and structure of the Union. Inevitably; there 
was. much disagreement. Even:the status of the delegations provoked 
acrimonious dispute. The full States of Holland participated. But while 
Holland had urged the others also to attend as ‘full States’, empowered to 
make decisions without referring back to their provincial capitals, none were 
willing to do so. Four provinces—Friesland, Groningen, Utrecht, and 
Zeeland—designated their representation ‘extraordinary delegations’ of 
their provincial States.7? Overijssel initially sent only her ordinary States 
General delegation but subsequently upgraded this to an ‘extraordinary’ 
status. The most bizarre was Gelderland’s representation.. The three quar- 
ters, bitterly divided—with Nijmegen supporting Holland,.Arnhem unde- 
cided, and Zutphen Orangist”>—failed to agree, so that delegations arrived 
from the Nijmegen and Armhem quarters-designated (in defiance of the Hof 
of Gelderland) members of the full States of: Gelderland gathered in The 
Hague, while Zutphen’s representation attended as members of Gelder- 
land’s normal delegation to the States General. 

The Great Assembly opened at the Binnenhof, at The Hague, i in January 
1651 with an address in which Holland’s Pensionary, Jacob Cats, used his 
literary skills to.extol republics as inherently superior to monarchies, citing 
the glories of the ancient and medieval republics of Athens, Sparta, Rome, 
Florence, Venice, Switzerland, and Genoa.“ Whether or not Cats. himself 
perceived the sublime irony of his claiming this, hardly anyone present can 
have been unaware of his own abject subservience, over so many years, to 
Frederik Hendrik, and, as a consequence, Holland’s eclipse. 

The first item on the agenda was the stadholderate. Since November 1650, 
Friesland, most cohesive. of the lesser provinces in. the mid-seventeenth 
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century, had led the opposition to Holland, concerting moves in support of 
the House of Orange-Nassau. To enable the Frisian delegation to respond 
promptly to the Hollanders’ moves, they were authorized, by the Delegated 
States, to confer secretly with Willem Frederik, and act without referring 
back to. Leeuwarden for approval.*> Friesland and Groningen insisted the 
issue of whether or not to appoint a Stadholder was not a purely provincial 
matter, since the stadholderate was also a Generality institution.” The 
stipulation, in articles 9 and ‘21 of the Union of Utrecht, that disputes 
between provinces should be settled by mediation of the Stadholders, was 
interpreted’ by these provinces to mean that, under the Union, every 
province was obliged to have a Stadholder.”’ Given the incomparable 
services of the House of Orange-Nassau to the state, since 1572, the Frisians 
added, these. obligatory Stadholders should be chosen from that house. 
They: also argued that military discipline required that the army have an 
‘eminent head’, a;commander of appropriate standing and prestige, if it was 
to be effectively led. They urged that William III be appointed captain- 
general and admiral, with the Frisian Stadholder as acting captain-general 
until he came of age. 

But Friesland was no match for Holland in exerting pressure on other 
provinces. The Gelderland -ridderschap declined to back Willem Frederik, 
partly owing to the ‘advancement to army companies which [Obdam and de 
Graeff] had promised some nobles’. The States of Overijssel resolved, in 
March 1651, that appointing a Stadholder was not obligatory, under 
the Union, and that Overijssel’s stadholderate would remain vacant indefi- 
nitely.”9 

The second main theme was religion. Advocates of Calvinist orthodoxy 
had lost their Prince but by no means abandoned their schemes for a 
confessionally and morally more disciplined society. Here, the Hollanders 
could expect stronger criticism than in any other sphere; for the view in the 
lesser provinces was that, in Holland, support for the public Church was 
inadequate and toleration excessive. The States of Overijssel, divided over 
everything else, united in backing Friesland’s call for stronger measures to 
combat Catholicism and Protestant dissent.** The. Orangist Pensionary of 
Zeeland, Johan de Brune (1649-58), accomplished poet and orthodox 
Calvinist, saw there was no chance of unifying the States of Zeeland around 
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an Orangist platform at that juncture, but that he could rally Zeeland 
behind a drive for more stringent church policies.’ On a key issue worrying 
the Reformed synods at this time—the spread of Socinian literature and 
ideas—Zeeland led the way whilst the Great Assembly was in progress, 
proclaiming severe punishment for propagating Socinian doctrines and 
books.” 

The consistories and synods of the Reformed Church strove to influence 
the Great Assembly. Consistories submitted their advice to the synods, 
which then prepared a joint petition to lay before the Great Assembly. 
Voetius himself was asked to write the advice of the Utrecht consistory. He 
wanted the Great Assembly to confirm the Acts of the National Synod of 
Dordrecht as the basis of the public Church and the Generality to be given 
a greater role in protecting, and advancing, the Church. In particular, Union 
and provinces, in his view, needed to combat Catholicism more effectively, 
promote the Reformation in the Generality Lands more vigorously, and 
meet the growing Socinian threat. 

The joint petition of the synods to the Great Assembly insisted that 
Catholicism was reviving and that its suppression should be taken more 
energetically in hand throughout the provinces and Generality Lands.* In 
the latter, exclusion of Catholics from all offices, blocked since 1649, should 
now take effect. At the same time, the synods wanted the Great Assembly 
to rule that no tolerated congregations of Lutherans, Mennonites, and 
Remonstrants could be established, where these did not already exist, to 
prevent their spreading further and that the Jews, as ‘blasphemers against 
Christ’, be forbidden the public practice of their faith throughout the United 
Provinces, as well as to take vigorous steps to suppress Socinianism. 
Finally, regarding life-style, the synods demanded placards to tighten 
observance of the Lord’s Day, curb extravagant dress and prostitution, and 
close the dance-schools. 

Friesland and Groningen championed the demands and urged greater 
co-ordination between the provinces in church affairs generally, arguing that 
it made little sense that the provinces should have the same public Church, 
and rules for combating Catholicism, but possess no Generality machinery 
for supervising practice throughout the United Provinces to ensure enforce- 
ment of placards, on a common footing.** Overijssel too approved. But 
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Holland, unwilling to expand the role of the Generality, firmly rebuffed 
Friesland’s plea for a ‘harmony and unity to be established jointly by the 
United Provinces’. The public Church was denied much of what it wanted. 
Holland did agree, though, to confirm the Acts of the National Synod. of 
1618-19 as the sole basis of the public Church throughout the United 
Provinces, allaying fears that there might be attempts to dilute the Counter- 
Remonstrants’ gains of 1618-19, and to a ruling that tolerated Churches— 
Lutheranism, Anabaptism, and Remonstrantism—‘in future will not be 
permitted in any other places than where they are already practised’, 
implying exclusion of these faiths from many towns and most of the 
countryside,*’ as a general policy of the Union. 

A third main concern of the Great Assembly was the organization and 
command structure of the army. No province wished to weaken the 
principle of a common army and system of defence. But the provinces 
disagreed ‘as to how, without a Stadholder, the Generality would run the 
army and appoint, and promote, its army officers.*® Several provinces, 
especially Gelderland, which provided a high proportion of the army’s 
Dutch officers, sought to minimize Holland’s leverage by transferring 
responsibility for commissions and promotions to the States General, where 
Holland possessed one vote out of seven. But Holland, backed by Zeeland, 
advising a less cumbersome method, pressed for promotions to be assigned 
to the Raad van State, where Holland possessed two votes out of eight. 
Eventually, a compromise emerged, with army appointments to be made 
jointly by the States General and Raad van State. 

Holland’s approach to army issues provoked fierce criticism from some 
nobles and military men, in the inland provinces, who deemed it transpar- 
ently political. Van der Capellen complained that the Holland regents not 
only lacked the experience, and expertise, necessary to evaluate candidates 
for promotion but cared less about military efficiency than advancing 
relatives and friends and would turn the army into a web of political 
patronage ‘paying little regard to merit’.*° The change in the structure of 
power in 1650-1 did indeed carry far-reaching implications for the relation- 
ship between the army and society. Holland, having drastically reduced the 
army in size, now also sought to emasculate it politically, and lower its 
status. Besides gaining control of the machinery of commissions and 
promotions, the Holland regents were anxious to neutralize the army’s 
Orangist inclinations and especially to prevent Willem Frederik being 
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appointed ‘acting. captain-general!’ or obtaining any influence over the army: 
No one had forgotten that, in 1650, it was he who had led the troops against 
Amsterdam. By arranging for Jan Wolfert van Brederode to command 
under the title of ‘Field Marshal’, Holland ensured that no politically 
formidable figure led the army or could deploy soldiers against the civilian 
authorities. The Great Assembly further reduced the status of the military 
by ruling that, in garrison towns, city keys, and responsibility for opening 
city gates at dawn and dusk, be transferred from the military governors to 
the burgomasters.” Similarly, the army’s jurisdiction over soldiers charged 
with offences was reduced to the barest. minimum—desertion and insubor- 
dination—cases of assault, theft, rape, and murder involving soldiers being 
transferred to the civil magistrates.*' 

The Great Assembly also debated the question of representation in the 
States General and Generality colleges. Since the early days of the Union, 
the number of voting provinces had remained fixed at seven.: But: should 
other regions, ‘notably States Brabant and Drenthe, be permanently ex- 
cluded and, if so, with: what justification? Since 1648, the towns of States 
Brabant, .headed by ’s-Hertogenbosch and Breda, had:canvassed support, 
among the provincial assemblies, for admittance as a voting member of the 
Generality. Much was at stake for the province, for: representation in the 
States General would bring not only enhanced status but political influence 
and the same right to self-administration, and taxation, as the existing Seven 
Provinces possessed. At their gathering, at Tilburg, in January 1651, the 
towns of States Brabant agreed that, even if they failed to.secure acknow- 
ledgement as a full voting province it would still be advantageous to gain 
‘at least the freedom to.administer:themselves, and collect their own taxes’, 
like Drenthe.” Drenthe also sent delegations.to the various: provincial 
assemblies seeking admittance as a full voting member. 

At the Great Assembly, there was extensive backing for both regions. 
Drenthe’s delegation to Leeuwarden; in April 1651, had been favourably 
received and the Frisian delegation, at The Hague, was instructed to lend 
Drenthe full- support.“ States Brabant also. met with a ‘positive response 
from Friesland, Groningen, Zeeland, and Gelderland. Indeed, it was only 
Holland which firmly rejected both provinces’ applications. The Brabanters 
spared no effort to win the Hollanders round, compiling whole treatises, 
employing every conceivable juridical, political, fiscal, and historical argu- 
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ment. Among other things, they pointed out that taxation by the Generality 
infringed the ancient privileges of Brabant, was: directly contrary to the 
principles of the Union of Utrecht, and could eventually embitter the local 
population ‘against the state’.“ 

That only Holland opposed States Brabant’s application shows that, 
whatever was alleged, the region’s exclusion. owed nothing to religious 
considerations. The city councils of ’s-Hertogenbosch, Breda, Bergen-op- 
Zoom, and Grave consisted exclusively of adherents of the Reformed 
Church, as eager as anyone to combat Catholicism. In the United: Provinces, 
every province subscribed to the Dutch Reformed Church on the basis of 
the National Synod of Dordrecht, and officially banned Catholicism, and 
there 'was no possibility of any province going its own way. One might 
question the claim that admittance as a full province would strengthen the 
Reformed faith in the region. But there was no way the region’s political 
élite could have ceased to be other than exclusively Reformed. Holland did 
allege Brabant’s Catholicism as:grounds for opposing admittance, but the 
real reason for Holland’s unwavering refusal to admit States Brabant (and 
Drenthe) was her unwillingness to add votes to the total in the Generality, 
which would be bound, in some degree, to dilute Holland’s preponderance.*> 
An additional motive regarding States Brabant was the industrial potential 
of Tilburg and Helmond. Whilst ‘States Brabant remained under the 
Generality, Holland could manipulate the affairs of these textile towns in 
the interests of Leiden and Haarlem. If, however, north Brabant became a 
full province, she would soon rival Holland as a textile producer, with the 
advantage of far lower wages. 

During the course of the Great Assembly several provinces lapsed into 
chronic internal instability. The dissension among the Gelderland quarters 
intensified. Deep rifts appeared in Groningen, on the one hand between city 
and Ommelands, over the provincial Hof, or Hooftmannenkamer,* and, on 
the other, among the Ommelander jonkers, with one faction opposed to 
Willem Frederik and another headed by Osebrand Jan Rengers, lord of 
Slochteren, richest noble of the Fivelingo quarter, and right-hand man of 
the Stadholder.*” Zeeland too fell prey to internal splits. Unrest spread to 
much of the province, including Zierikzee and especially Tholen, which was 
now in constant ferment, the States intervening several times to calm the 
populace and guilds. At Middelburg, during these months, the populace, 


“ Christ, Brabantsche Saecke, 220-8; ' 
2 Ibid. 253-60. 

 RAGr Ommelander arch.:319. res. Ommelands, 21: Nov: 1651. 
7 De Boer, Woelingen in Stad en Lande, 7-11. 


712 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


dismayed by the effects of Zeeland’s economic slump and encouraged by 
several élite groups—including the city’s preachers, who were then in the 
midst of a row with the burgomasters—_turned against the ruling faction. In 
June 165], in riots involving several thousand people, Burgomaster Hendrik 
Thibault, who had been William II’s principal ally in Zeeland, was over- 
thrown, control of the-Middelburg vroedschap passing for the moment to 
the brothers Veth, leaders of the pro-Holland grouping. Delighted, Johan 
de Witt pronounced the Middelburg coup a ‘manifest miracle and work of 
God’s hand’.® The voting towns of Zeeland were now split three against 
three: Flushing, Veere, and Goes remained broadly Orangist, while Middel- 
burg, Zierikzee, and (waveringly) Tholen leaned the other way.” 

The utter precariousness of the lesser provinces underlined the significance 
of the Great Assembly as a symbol of the. unity of the United Provinces, the 
gathering having at any rate secured agreement as to how, in the. new 
circumstances, Generality and army were to be run. It was obvious that the 
lesser provinces were, in themselves, inherently weak and unstable. Hence, 
the cohesion, and stability, of Holland were, now more than ever, the rock 
on which everything rested—the pillar of the Republic and its trade, 
shipping, colonies, international standing, and military and naval power. 
For regents sitting in a fractured States of Zeeland, or noblemen in a 
deadlocked Groningen or Gelderland, the Great Assembly represented 
more than a remote, federal concept, rather the Union under Holland’s 
leadership offered the only realistic hope of internal stability as well as 
military security. Thus, the Great Assembly ended amid a sincere enough 
show of harmony and loud calls for unity. Amsterdam, until the end, was 
determined to exact retribution for the use of the army against herself in the 
summer of 1650, with Friesland stubbornly justifying Willem Frederik, the 
chief remaining culprit in Amsterdam’s eyes. In the States of Holland, 
Leiden was initially alone in calling for an amnesty.© But the acutest minds 
amongst the Holland leadership saw that their province had more to gain 
from conceding an amnesty than pursuing Willem Frederik, Van der 
Capellen, and other leaders of the coup of 1650. The able young regent 
Johan de Witt, whose political career had just begun, on his becoming 
pensionary of Dordrecht, in December 1650, was one of the most active in 
persuading the States of Holland (including his own father, who remained 
doubtful) of the advantages of the proposed amnesty.‘ The measure 
enabled the Great Assembly to end on a note almost of euphoria. 
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To: mark its conclusion, the States of Zeeland issued a remarkable 
commemorative medal, both the design, and inscription, of which were 
devised by. the province’s poet-Pensionary De Brune, depicting a sturdy 
rock, with the coats of arms of the Seven Provinces affixed, on which stood 
a graceful female figure, holding aloft the Liberty Hat, under the sun of 
prosperity. 


THE FIRST ANGLO-DUTCH WAR (1652-1654) 
AND THE EXCLUSION CRISIS (1654) 


A major consequence of the restructuring of the Dutch overseas trade 
system in the late.1640s, at the close of the Eighty Years War (see pp. 
610-11 above), was a-basic change in relations between the Republic and 
England.* During the previous period, Phase Three of Dutch world trade 
primacy (1621-47), the relative weakness of Dutch commerce with the 
Iberian peninsula, Mediterranean, and Near East had made possible ‘a 
fundamental division of labour between the two maritime nations which had 
removed most sources of friction between them. After 1621, England had 
suffered more and more in her traditional markets in the Baltic, Germany, 
Russia, and Scandinavia, the Dutch going from strength to strength. But 
this had caused no great difficulty, since England’s losses were compensated 
by her new dominance, especially after 1630, of the maritime commerce of 
southern Europe and the Levant. The withering of English trade with the 
north was matched, so to speak, by the withering of Dutch trade with south. 
The same division of labour was also neatly reflected in the re-exporting of 
East India commodities. The Dutch prevailed in the market for pepper and 
spices in northern Europe; while the English sold theirs, virtually free of 
competition, in the south. 

But this comfortable accommodation was inherently precarious. The 
United Provinces were, at that. time, basically a much stronger trading 
power than England, with more shipping, lower freight rates, a better 
financial system, lower interest rates, and, on the whole, a wider range, and 
higher quality, in manufactures.. As some observers in the 1640s realized, 
English hegemony in southern European trade, particularly in Spain, 
Portugal, and Italy, was based to a large extent on the Spanish embargoes 
and effects of the Flemish and Spanish privateering campaign against Dutch 
shipping. Remove the political underpinning and the whole structure was 
bound to collapse. 
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This.supplanting by the Ditch of English maritime primacy in the south 
took place in the late 1640s, and with breath-taking speed.* ‘The impact was 
evident everywhere from Portugal to Aleppo but was-most: marked in the 
case of Spain and: the trade in Spanish American products. A graphic 
example was the carrying of Spain’s wool exports: ‘Whereas we formerly 
brought home foure or five thousand baggs of cloth wooll and. the 
Hollanders scarce a thousand,’ complained one Englishman, in 1650, ‘which 
they had then by re-shipping, theirs being prohibited, they now carry away 
five or six thousand and wee bring not past 12 or 1500 in the yeare at 
most.’ At the same time, sales of English textiles in Spain, which had 
generated the purchasing power: to buy up: Spain’s wool and American 
dyestuffs, slumped as English manufactures were replaced by Dutch: A 
reversal on such a scale, and so rapidly, severely affected London, English 
shipping, and England’s cloth industry, and: there was no chance that it 
would be accepted without a bitter and powerful reaction. Since the goods 
of Spain, Italy, and the Levant, and even the wine of the Canary Islands 
(then much drunk in England), could now be shipped more cheaply to 
Holland than England, there began all at once, at the end of. the 1640s, a 
massive influx of such merchandise from Holland into. England, where, 
before 1647, there had been no trace of such traffic. 

By 1651 the slump in England, and disgruntlement of the merchants, 
shippers, and clothiers, had brought Anglo-Dutch relations under severe 
strain. Initially, the Parliamentary regime in London sought to redress the 
situation by political means. If the Dutch would accept political subordina- 
tion to England, there-would be no need for confrontation. A political union 
between England and the United Provinces was proposed of the sort which 
Parliament had recently imposed, by force, on Scotland. A Parliamentary 
mission arrived in The Hague, in March 1651, whilst the Great Assembly 
was in progress, demanding a ‘more strict and intimate alliance and union’ 
between the two countries. The Dutch negotiators made no response to the 
political demands but sought to discuss ways of easing the now acute 
tension souring the Anglo-Dutch relationship. The English, for their part, 
made it clear that if the Dutch would not accept political subordination, 
then pressure of another sort would be brought to bear. 

This was not long in coming. In August 1651, the month that the Great 
Assembly concluded, Parliament passed the Navigation Act. This had-a 
specific purpose and was geared to a particular situation, being designed to 
stop the importing of colonial products and fish into England on Dutch 
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ships and prevent the shipping of Italian raw silks, ‘Turkish mohair, Spanish 
commodities, Zante raisins, Naples olive oil, and Canaries wine from the 
Dutch entrepét to England. It prohibited all. Dutch: carrying of southern 
European products to English ports and outlawed the newly flourishing 
Dutch commerce with the English colonies in the Caribbean. 

The Navigation Act: aroused indignation amongst merchants and the 
shipping interest in the United Provinces. But this alone would not have 
brought about the First Anglo-Dutch War. For while it was a serious blow 
to the. Dutch it did: not fundamentally threaten their. trading system, 
England being much less important to the Dutch as a market than France, 
Spain, or.the Baltic. What made war.certain was the mounting interference 
(encouraged by the Navigation Act) with Dutch shipping, on the high seas, 
by the English navy. and privateers.. This harassment was England’s answer 
to her losses at Dutch ‘hands since the late 1640s, and steadily escalated, 
during: 1651 no fewer: than 140 Dutch. merchantmen being seized by the 
English on the high: seas,.in the Channel, Atlantic, Irish Sea, and the 
Caribbean.*’ These were brought into English ports on charges of infringing 
the Navigation Act,..trading with Royalists in the Caribbean, shipping 
munitions to Ireland and Scotland, and like pretexts. .Despite repeated 
protests from the States General, Parliament showed no inclination to stop 
the harassment, quite the contrary. In January 1652 alone, another. thirty 
Dutch vessels were brought in. It was this.which made the First Anglo- 
Dutch War inevitable. Either the Republic was able to curb such disruption 
of her shipping or it was not. If not then: Dutch world trade primacy was at 
an end. . 

Despite the. initial confidence in this conflict of a public accustomed to 
triumphs at sea in the war against Spain, nearly all the strategic advantages 
lay with England. During the years 1649-51 Parliament had considerably 
expanded, and improved, the-English navy in order to deal with the royalist 
threat.at sea. By contrast, at this very time, the Dutch navy had been run 
down rapidly, the admiralty colleges selling off many of their vessels, 
including Tromp’s flagship, the Aemilia (600 tons; .57 guns), after the peace 
with Spain.* At the outset. of. the new. war, they had only seventy-nine ships 
at their disposal and most.of these were old and in a poor state of repair. 
The situation was ‘so bad that the English navy then. had no fewer. than 
fourteen ‘first-rates’ which equalled, or surpassed, in fire-power the most 
heavily armed. vessel in the Dutch fleet. Moreover, the English ‘first-rates’ 
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not only had more but also heavier guns. Added to this, lying as they did 
to the windward of the United. Provinces, astride the Dutch maritime lanes, 
and with the wind blowing most of the year from the west, the English were 
better placed to disrupt the commerce and shipping of their foe than vice 
versa. Finally, the. Dutch: with their extensive bulk-carrying fleets, and 
fisheries, and need to secure the Danish. Sound—more vital to them than to 
the English—were driven to disperse their strength much more than their 
adversary. 

The Dutch admirals, notably Tromp and De Ruyter, showed flair, and 
resolve, but. could find:no answer. to the greater English fire-power and 
concentration of strength. Each time the mighty fleets clashed in the North 
Sea and Channel, the Dutch were shattered, holed, and dismasted at a faster 
rate than their foes. The large numbers of dead and maimed steadily sapped 
morale in the home ports of Holland and Zeeland. The heaviest defeats 
occurred during.1653. Having returned ‘much torn and shattered’ from the 
battle off Portland Bill, with the loss of:twelve.ships, in February, the Dutch 
were beaten off Harwich, in June, and Scheveningen, in. August. In this last; 
crushing reverse, they lost their commanding. admiral, Tromp, eleven 
warships, and four thousand mien. | 

The war, and loss of hundreds of merchant vessels, caused a catastrophic 
slump in the Republic. The Amsterdam burgomasters afterwards calculated 
the total loss of Dutch merchant and fishing vessels during the war at 
around I,200—a devastating setback to commerce. ‘The herring fishery, and 
traffic, were paralysed. A large part of Dutch long-distance trade had to be 
suspended for the interim. Moreover, unable to reinforce what remained of 
Netherlands Brazil, the States General, and WIC, suffered the humiliation 
of seeing their once prosperous colony finally reconquered by the Por- 
tuguese. 

Both the losses, and the cost, of the war were immense. Yet Holland could 
not accept defeat. For to do so would mean giving up her commanding 
position in the ‘rich trades’, the foundation of the Republic’s prosperity and 
greatness. Somehow, the war had to.be fought to an acceptable, if not 
successful, conclusion, one which would fully safeguard Dutch shipping, 
colonies, and trade. At massive cost, plans were laid for a fundamental 
reorganization of the navy and the construction of an entire new war fleet. 
The States General ordered the building of thirty new men-of-war in 
February 1653 and another thirty the following December. Yet still the pleas 
of the admirals for bigger, and still more powerful, ships were ignored, none 
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of the new vessels being larger than Tromp’s last flagship, the Brederode 
(600 tons; §4 guns). The regents preferred to stick to their policy of dispersal 
of fire-power so as to maximize the protection of sea-routes and trade. In 
January 1654, the States General declared the sixty new ships the property 
of the Generality, forbidding the admiralty colleges to sell them off after the 
war as they had many of their vessels after 1609 and 1648. 

But whilst the war was at its height: most of the new ships were not yet 
ready. Also, owing to the heavy casualties, it became progressively harder 
to find men willing to face the English guns, despite the redundancy of 
thousands of seamen caused by: the war. The Dutch admiralty colleges, 
unlike. the English naval. administration, were not permitted to use the 
press-gang to man their fleets, this being deemed incompatible with the 
‘freedom’ which was the proclaimed basis of the Republic. The States 
accordingly had no alternative but to raise naval wages to unheard-of levels 
and increase the compensation for wounds received in action, a procedure 
established since 1645. Under the improved list published in September 
1653, men maimed with the loss of a left arm fighting at sea received 266 
guilders (or roughly a year’s wages for an artisan) and 333 guilders for a 
right, 1,066 guilders (three to four years’ wages) for the loss of both, or both 
eyes, and half this amount for the loss of both legs, on the principle that a 
man without legs is better able to earn his bread than a man without arms 
or eyes.© These compensation. payments were later raised again, in 1664, on 
the eve of the Second Anglo-Dutch War, those who lost both arms, or eyes, 
receiving 1,500 guilders. 

The defeats and mounting gloom rebounded against the government of 
the regents, generating a powerful surge of popular indignation and anti- 
regent, Orangist sentiment. This popular disgruntlement was energetically 
fomented by some Reformed preachers. Jacobus Stermond delivered a 
sermon at The Hague in March 1652, openly criticizing the regents, which 
resulted in his immediate dismissal from his living, though this was sub- 
sequently cancelled after he promised to refrain from ever again broaching 
politics in his sermons. Orangist support increased with every month which 
passed. In July 1652, the Frisian Stadholder was assured by a supporter in 
Zeeland that not only there but also ‘en beaucoup de villes d’Hollande on 
commence a changer de langage: ils voyent qu’ils ne peuvent estre sans 
chef’.*. The Delft preacher Johannes Goethals, an ardent Orangist,: reported 
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to Willem Frederik, also in July, that to his joy he had found, at the recent 
gathering of the South Holland Synod, that ‘nearly.all the brothers 
professed great affection for the House of .Orange-Nassau and Your 
Excellency’s person in particular’.* He added that Johannes Teellinck (a 
political activist, as well as leader of the Further Reformation) was mobiliz- 
ing popular feeling in Zeeland against the regents, commenting that ‘when 
the matter is ripe there, more good friends and reliable people will be 
spurred to advance the cause in other provinces, and the States General’.® 
Goethals admitted that he had not expected such a marked shift in popular 
sentiment in Holland and Zeeland ‘in such a short time’: 

Since Teellinck, Goethals, Stermond, and their ilk could: not openly 
denounce the regents from the pulpit, their preferred method of. attacking 
the government was through anonymous published pamphlets, ‘serving to 
open the eyes of the common folk; more and more, to the saving of the 
Jand’, and encourage ‘pious regents’— that is, regents favourable to Calvinist 
orthodoxy, the Further Reformation and House -of Orange. But, in 
Holland, there was still the problem that most printers were afraid to 
publish such material, prompting Goethals:to ask Willem Frederik if he 
could arrange for political tracts written by himself, and other Orangist 
activists; to be printed in, and distributed from, Friesland.® 

Willem Frederik sought to foment: popular anger against the regents but 
without arousing suspicions that he designed to usurp the rightful place, and 
inheritance, of the infant William II. He wrote to the States of Zeeland and 
Groningen, assuring them that he aspired only to become lieutenant-general 
of the army, and acting admiral of the navy, and would not in any way 
prejudice the young Prince’s position.“ He assured Zeelanders that the 
‘House of Orange-Nassau had brought the United Provinces. from the 
‘deepest and most abject slavery’ to the sublimity of the ‘most glorious, 
law-based,. freedom’. 

By late summer, the agitation in favour of the House of Orange, 
orchestrated by Teellinck, had thoroughly intimidated the States party bloc 
in Middelburg, where the vroedschap, led by Adriaen Veth, yielded to the 
Pressure to propose the elevation of William III to the stadholderate, and 
Willem Frederik to the lieutenant-stadholderate,-of Zeeland. Deeply wor- 
ried, the States of Holland sent,a delegation to Zeeland, which included 
Johan de Witt. and Joan Huydecoper, a leader of the republican faction at 
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Amsterdam. Their arrival provoked angry demonstrations, at Flushing and 
Veere, as well as Middelburg, with numerous redundant sailors and fisher- 
men, and wives of maimed seamen, taking part.” An ugly situation 
developed in which De Witt, only 27 years of age, displayed a coolness and 
presence of mind well beyond that of his older colleagues. The pro-Holland 
leadership, at Middelburg, insisted they had not abandoned the cause of 
‘freedom’ but.that, for the moment, the populace were so enraged that they 
had no alternative but to bend before the wind. Zeeland, accordingly, voted 
for the appointments of William III, and Willem Frederik, in the States 
General, provided—a useful escape clause—other provinces (meaning Hol- 
land) were of a like opinion. Holland urged the States of Zeeland to think 
again and, this time, take precautions to prevent persons ‘outside the 
government’ interfering with their deliberations. 

In fighting the Orangist upsurge, De Witt and his colleagues restated their 
‘States’ party ideology with renewed vigour. By late 1652, De Witt was 
standing in, as acting Pensionary of Holland, for Adriaen Pauw; Pauw had 
taken over from Cats the previous year, and was still a symbol of Holland’s 
defiance of the Stadholders but was now old and sick. Like. Grotius, and 
Graswinckel, De Witt: categorically upheld the principle of provincial 
sovereignty, in May 1652 reproving the Dutch envoys in England. for 
allowing Parliament to refer to the United Provinces as a respublica, instead 
of in the plural, as the Respublicae Foederatae.“ He also stressed the right 
of the States to supervise the public Church, and insisted that where control 
is concentrated in the hands of one man, an ‘eminent head’, there can.be no 
responsible exercise of power through representatives, and assemblies, and 
no means of correcting misrule, except by dangerous popular unrest. For 
De Witt, the essence of what he later called the ‘True Freedom’, that is, 
republican government, was the sharing of power amongst those fitted by 
background, education, and training to exercise it, this dispersal of influence 
and the consultation, and compromise, that goes with it: being the most 
effective mechanism for checking abuse and misgovernment.” 

The Orangist upsurge of 1652-3, in the United Provinces, was generated 
by the pressures of the war with England but also restrained by them. The 
States of Gelderland; at their gathering in September 1652, split, with 
Nijmegen supporting Holland, Arnhem divided, and Zutphen Orangist.” 
But even the staunchly Orangist raad of Zutphen, eager though it-was to.see 
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William III appointed Stadholder, and Willem Frederik Lieutenant-Stad- 
holder, was concerned, in the midst of the war, not to plunge the Union into 
dangerous turmoil, urging caution and the use of all possible arguments. to 
persuade provinces which did not agree (that is Holland) to change their 
view.”' The States of Groningen, predictably, joined Friesland and Zeeland, 
in urging, in the States General, that William III and Willem Frederik 
should be appointed captain-general, and lieutenant captain-general, of the 
Union.” But three entire provinces, Utrecht and Overijssel, as well as 
Gelderland, were too divided to adopt a clear stance. 

A further twist to the political conundrum was added in the spring of 
1653. On hearing of the Dutch defeat off Portland Bill, Charles II, pretender 
to the thrones of England, Scotland, and Ireland, living in exile, in Paris, 
wrote to the Dutch ambassador there, declaring himself ‘heartily sorry’ and 
promising, ‘if the States will assigne me some ships... . I will engage my own 
person with them, in the company of their fleets, and either by God’s 
blessing prevaile with them, or perish in the attempt’.” Parliament in 
England was deeply worried precisely lest such an alliance should be 
formed, for in such a case, the expectation was, much of the English navy 
would desert to the king. Orangists, of course, were eager to ally with 
Charles II. But De Witt, and the leadership of the States of Holland, 
rejected this recourse, seeing that it would inevitably embitter, and prolong, 
a war from which they were anxious to extricate themselves at the earliest 
opportunity.” Neither did they wish to see collaboration between English 
royalists and Dutch Orangists strengthened. 

The most dangerous period for the Holland States party was the summer 
of 1653, when the heaviest defeats were suffered at sea. Riots erupted at 
Dordrecht, The Hague, Rotterdam, Alkmaar, Hoorn, Medemblik, and— 
most spectacularly—at Enkhuizen, where the mob, in an anti-Catholic, as 
well as anti-regent, frenzy, took over the town for several days. There were 
riots also. in. Zeeland, at Middelburg, and Zierikzee, and at Bergen-op- 
Zoom. No less worrying for the Holland Gecommitteerde Raden and De 
Witt—who was installed, as full Pensionary, in July—was the spread of 
‘Orangist agitation to the navy itself. This not: only increased the risk of 
mutiny and insubordination but hampered co-operation among the admir- 
als, Tromp and Jan Evertsen being Orangist in sympathy, and De Ruyter, 
and Witte de With, firmly aligned with the States party. After Tromp’s 
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death, the States of Holland painstakingly searched for someone to replace 
him as commander, who would be politically safe but, at the same time, 
possess status above other admirals and the capacity to pull the navy 
together.’> This may have been the most tremendous naval conflict the 
Republic had yet fought but so fraught was the domestic political arena that 
it seemed more vital to appoint a head of the navy with the right political 
and social credentials than one with practical naval expertise. There was, 
indeed, a long delay until, finally, De Witt persuaded Obdam, the pre-emi- 
nent noble of the Holland States party-faction, and a capable man but one 
totally lacking in experience of the sea, to lead the fleet of one of the world’s 
two great naval powers. 

Caught between the English, without, and the Orangists, within, the ‘True 
Freedom’ of the republicans was saved by the cohesion of Holland, the lack 
of cohesion of the lesser provinces, and the vulnerability of England to 
maritime counter-pressure. Their backs to the wall, the Holland regents 
closed ranks. Even Leiden, though Orangist, had no wish to open the door 
to the mob pressure which had swayed Zeeland, or impair Holland’s unity 
at such a dangerous juncture.” Holland stood firm while other provinces, 
including Groningen, which had a Stadholder, sank ever deeper into 
turmoil. Where then, De Witt asked his opponents, was the unity that went, 
according to them, with installing an ‘eminent head”? 

England won the battles in the North Sea but failed to win the war, owing 
to the impact of the Dutch strategic and maritime counter-offensive further 
afield. While the Dutch kept on fitting out their home fleet, the English 
could not disperse their strength to break the Dutch hold on the main 
sea-lanes, away from home waters. As a result, England’s shipping and 
commerce were paralysed to an even greater extent than those of the Dutch. 
Eventually, it became impossible to go on with the war. Allied to Denmark, 
and keeping a strong force at the Danish Sound, the Dutch closed down 
English trade with the Baltic completely. During 1653 not a single English 
ship passed through the Sound. In the Mediterranean, the Dutch were 
equally successful. Having trapped a returning English Levant fleet at 
Livorno, Admiral van Galen crushed the relief fleet sent out to rescue it, off 
Livorno, in March 1653. After this, the English gave up the Mediterranean 
for the remainder of the war.”’ In the East Indies, the VOC quickly won 
maritime supremacy from the Persian Gulf to the China Sea. Furthermore, 
even in the North Sea by the summer of 1653, Dutch privateers were 
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beginning to capture English merchant ships as fast as the English privateers 
were capturing Dutch ships. 

By November 1653, Cromwell and Parliament had had enough and began 
to think in terms of making peace without making great gains from the 
war.” As peace negotiations dragged on, month after month, the English 
leadership had to abandon all thought of material gains. By the spring of 
1654, the sole remaining demand was that the Republic should never again 
appoint a Prince of Orange to the ‘high charges’ of the state—the stadhold- 
erate or captaincy-general—or any member of the House of'Orange-Nassau. 
When this desideratum became known in the Republic, uproar ensued: 
Orangists assumed (probably rightly) that the demand originated with De 
Witt, rather than Cromwell, or at least in collusion between the two. There 
was a flood of bitter recrimination. 

Seeing the lesser provinces would. never accept such a proviso, De Witt 
had it dropped from the formal negotiations. ‘Thus, the published text of the 
peace treaty carried no hint of an Exclusion of the House of Orange:: But 
the States General did not know that De Witt had conceded a secret annexe; 
obliging the States of Holland alone to pass. an Act ‘of Exclusion, with 
respect to their province, stipulating that Parliament.would not ratify the 
peace until Holland had done so.” Of the Generality’s four plenipotentiaries 
in England, one, the Zeelander, had died before this was agreed; and had 
not been replaced, while, of the others, two were Hollanders. Of these, 
Hieronymus van Beverningk, of Gouda, one of the ablest men in the States 
of Holland, had proceeded in: secret contact with De Witt, leaving his 
colleagues, especially the fourth—the Frisian, Jongestal—in the dark. In this 
way it came about that the States General ratified what they thought was 
the peace treaty, on 22 April 1654, unaware of the secret condition 
governing its ratification in England. 

The leadership in Holland rallied the States behind the Exclusion. The 
‘chiefe among the Excluders’ were reported to be De Witt, De Graeff, 
Obdam, and the army commander, Brederode.* Amsterdam, Dordrecht, 
and Gouda lent solid support. But most of the other towns were initially 
dubious, or hesitant. When it came to the first vote, only half the Holland 
towns supported De Witt, no fewer than nine towns—Leiden, Haarlem, 
Delft, Rotterdam, Gorcum, Alkmaar, Hoorn, Enkhuizen, and Edam— 
voting against.®' In the college of the ridderschap, six of the ten nobles 
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supported Exclusion~—-Obdam, Brederode, Duivenvoorde, Wimenum, Van 
der.Mijle, and Merode—the other four—Beverweert, Noordwijk, Schagen, 
and Warmond—being opposed: Observers were surprised at Warmond’s 
stance, since he was a Catholic, and his family had never been on friendly 
terms with the House of Orange-Nassau: De. Witt set to work to win the 
majority he needed, swaying Delft, Rotterdam, and Gorcum. But the rest 
continued to oppose his advice, Leiden protesting that the Act of Exclusion 
was a violation of the sovereign independence of the United Provinces, in 
general, and Holland, in particular. Haarlem too resisted. Albert Ruyl, 
pensionary of Haarlem, although one of the six ‘Louvesteiners’ locked up, 
by William II, in 1650, had afterwards ‘always showne himselfe very much 
devoted to the House of Orange and was one of the great-opposers of this 
Act of Seclusion’.”? Yet the six towns which fought the Exclusion made no 
appeal to the Generality against the majority in the States of Holland. If the 
minority. bloc in. Holland agreed with the view of the States of Friesland, 
Groningen, and Zeeland that the Exclusion violated the terms of the Union 
of Utrecht, and the accepted procedures of the State, they preferred not to 
split their province, or align with others against their own.” The States of 
Holland passed its Act of Exclusion on 4 May 165§4. 

The.outcry in the country,.and public Church, against the Exclusion and 
especially De Witt, Beverningk, and Obdam was predictably fierce, but De 
Witt was ‘never one to be deterred by a furore. He went quietly about the 
task of persuading the other provinces to accept the situation. A week after 
the: Exclusion, he conferred for two.hours with Willem Frederik, at The 
Hague, but failed to allay the latter’s indignation or his suspicion that it was 
really De Witt who was behind the whole business.** The most vehement 
response came from the Delegated States of Friesland, which felt thoroughly 
duped: by Holland. On 18 May, Friesland submitted in the States General 
a vitriolic protest which De Witt termed ‘a certain impertinent and exorbi- 
tant paper’. At the end .of May, in an emergency session, the full States of 
Friesland, endorsed the stance of their Delegated States and called on the 
States General to repudiate the Exclusion and hold an enquiry into the 
conduct of their plenipotentiaries in England.” 

‘The reaction against. the Act of Exclusion amongst large sections of the 
public was strong, but in the provincial assemblies relatively muted. Only 
Friesland .vigorously opposed Holland’s. conduct.* The strength of De 
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Witt’s position—and this was always Holland’s strength—was that the 
lesser provinces were unable to react in a coherent manner because of their 
own internal divisions. Owing to disagreement between the. quarters, the 
States of Gelderland failed to produce a declaration supporting Friesland 
until late July.*”. Groningen, paralysed by the province’s double split, 
produced a declaration condemning Holland only in August. The States of 
Utrecht were unable to: respond with a single. voice at all. The Utrecht 
ridderschap, traditionally Orangist, deplored the Exclusion as a usurpation 
of the powers of the ‘Generality, and collectivity of the provinces, which 
alone have responsibility for making -peace’.* But the new pro-Holland 
Utrecht city:council firmly dissociated itself from this. 

All these splits, however, were child’s play compared to the turmoil which 
now engulfed Overijssel. In Overijssel, there. were five drosten—of Salland, 
Twenthe, Vollenhove, IJsselmuiden, and Haaksbergen—and, in September 
1653, the death of the then drost of Twenthe precipitated a bitter quarrel in 
the States, over the choice of a successor, which had deep roots in the past. 
The principal candidate to succeed to the powerful and lucrative office was 
the Orangist noble Rutger van Haersolte, who was already treasurer. of 
Salland and drost of Lingen. He had the backing of Zwolle and Kampen 
but was opposed by Deventer, which, at the time, was aligned with the 
Holland States party. At the gathering of the States of Overijssel, ‘in April 
1654, two of the three voting towns, and the ridderschap of two of'the three 
quarters, supported Haersolte. But Deventer persisted and a rift ensued 
which led to the departure of the representatives of Zwolle and Kampen, 
and the Haersoltist nobility, who convened instead at Zwolle, even though 
that year it was Deventer’s turn to host the States.*® The minority remaining 
at Deventer, including the ridderschap of Twenthe, then declared the Zwolle 
gathering ‘illegal’ and issued a placard forbidding the ‘inhabitants : of 
Twenthe to obey their ‘illegally’ appointed new drost. 

Thus, it transpired that, aside from Friesland and Holland, only Zeeland 
participated coherently in the constitutional debate, between the provinces, 
over the Exclusion. Like the Frisians, the Zeelanders condemned the 
Exclusion, and Holland’s dealings with London, as violations of the Union. 
of Utrecht and accepted procedures of the Republic. Even so, Zeeland’s 
critique was couched in muted terms very different from the vehemence of 
Friesland. Observers perceived that Zeeland was not in earnest, denouncing 
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Holland: only pro forma, to. placate popular feeling in the province.” Many 
Zeeland. regents, not to mention the populace and preachers, strongly 
disapproved of what Holland had done. But Zeeland’s shipping had suffered 
severely from the war and, in the context. of 1654, few Zeeland regents—or 
merchants—were willing to press their support for the House of Orange to 
the point of endangering the newly concluded peace. Just to make sure, a 
letter from Cromwell, to the States of Zeeland, arrived, at this point, 
absolving De: Witt from responsibility for the Exclusion. and threatening to 
renew the war should it be rescinded. The-letter was construed by Orangists 
as yet another example of De Witt’s deviousness but proved none the less 
effective for that. 

Zeeland’s “‘Well-Reasoned Deduction’ was compiled by Adriaen Veth, 
who. was by no means an Orangist. The text accused Holland of breaking 
articles 9 and 10.0f the Union of. Utrecht, clauses forbidding any individual 
province to negotiate separately, or form ‘confederacies or alliances’ with 
foreign powers.*' It also accused the Hollanders of violating the Particular 
Union of Holland and Zeeland, of 1575, and showing great ingratitude to 
the House of Orange-Nassau. 

To justify Holland’s conduct, De Witt compiled a lengthy text which he 
presented first to the States of Holland and then distributed widely, in the 
name of the States. De Witt’s Deduction, which contains several important 
claims and principles, was debated by the States of Holland in a five-hour 
session and approved by nearly the whole assembly, with only Leiden and 
Edam opposing publication. Enkhuizen, earlier one of the most vehement 
in criticizing De Witt, lapsed into an unexpected silence not unconnected, 
observers concluded, with the town’s just having received a provincial 
subsidy for its herring fishery. According to De Witt’s Deduction of July 
1654, the Union of Utrecht was no more than an alliance of seven ‘sovereign 
states’, each of which remained free to make its own arrangements regarding 
Stadholders, and approve, or disapprove, of any candidate for captain- 
general, without reference to other provinces. De Witt held that when tested 
against the ‘touchstone of true and unfalsified freedom’, the ‘true aims’ of 
Holland’s-critics were manifestly damaging to ‘our dearly bought freedom’. 
Discoursing on: past republics, especially Florence under the Medici, De 
Witt insisted that ‘everyone should realize that, according to the judgement 
-of all political writers of sound mind, high positions cannot be assigned, in 
a republic, to those whose ancestors held these posts, without considerable 
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peril to freedom’. The hereditary principle, and that of the ‘eminent head’, 
he argued, had destroyed: the: Florentine republic'-and was . inherently 
dangerous to republics. 

De Witt had survived the Orangist surge of 1652-3, carried the Exclusion, 
and made peace with England, without making any concession to England’s 
maritime and colonial interests. The episode was a triumph for De Witt and 
Holland’s sense of purpose, and solidarity. Nevertheless, it left a bad taste 
in the mouth of the public. The official festivities held at the end of May; to 
mark the peace with England, were a frigid affair by comparison with the 
celebrations for the-peace-with Spain, in 1648, with which they were widely 
compared. As on the earlier occasion, Leiden refused to participate in: the 
celebrations:at all.°? The inhabitants of: Rotterdam, an Englishman reported, 
‘burnt pitch barrels’... but it was:slightly done; most of the. understanding 
‘people being dissatisfied with the conditions of peace’. ‘Not one citizen or 
particular person did: make any. bonfire or demonstration: of joy,’ it- was 
alleged, ‘but only.those .... who either depended-upon the magistrate or the 
admiraltie.’ At Dordrecht, the ‘young men ‘were so bold as to sett up the 
Prince of Orange his colours upon the street ‘and De Witt durst not pull 
them downe’. Only at Amsterdam was there more zest in the festivities with 
‘thousands of people abroad in the streetes to heare and. see the showes 
upon the Dam’. The text of the peace. was read out to the multitude ‘with 
the sound of trompets and the discharging of the great guns’, after which 
came ‘bonfires and fireworks . . . throughout the cittie’. The trumpeters also 
played the ‘Wilhelmus’ to the bewilderment.of the crowds, who were unable 
.to make out whether this was being done on the orders, or in defiance, of 
the vroedschap. But in Amsterdam too, it was remarked that ‘there was more 
‘joy showne amongst the citizens, at the publishing of the peace between 
Spayne, and this state, then there was now’. 


DE WITT’S SYSTEM DURING THE LATER 1650s 


-At Dordrecht, Rotterdam, and other Holland towns, much of the common 
populace strongly disapproved of the Exclusion and: conduct of their 
regents. At Enkhuizen, a Reformed preacher who omitted the traditional 
prayer for the Prince of Orange, after the Exclusion, was told:by local sailors 
that, if he did so again, they would throw him in the-sea;. the next week he 
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recited a longer prayer than usual for the Prince, even though this went 
against his inclination. The Enkhuizen regents, it was reported, in May 
1654, had opposed. the Exclusion despite being privately in favour of it; 
‘pour complaire.4 leur peuple’.* This was reminiscent of the behaviour of 
the Zeeland regents, who were said to have denounced the Exclusion purely 
out of deference to the people. De: Witt and his colleagues had much of the 
populace of Holland, as-.well as the nobles and regents of the. lesser 
provinces; against them. Yet, the Holland States party was in a far stronger 
position than Oldenbarnevelt and his adherents during the crisis of 1616-18. 
For Holland was now able to bend the other provinces almost as she chose, 
instead. of their being able to intervene in Holland,.as in 1618; and, then, 
“‘Barnevelt and the States of Holland were not masters of the militia [that is, 
the army] as the States of Holland are at present’.®’ 

The later ‘1650s were one of the most flourishing periods of the Dutch 
Golden Age,.at any rate for Holland. Once the pressure of the English war 
was removed, Dutch dominance of the world’s ‘rich trades’ resumed and 
was, indeed, reinforced by the Anglo-Spanish War of 1655-60, which 
disrupted what remained of English commerce with Spain and. southern 
Italy, and through Spain, with Spanish America. The ultimate irony of the 
First Anglo-Dutch War is that. it was precisely in its aftermath—the later 
1650s—that Dutch gains at English expense, especially in Spain, Spanish 
America, Italy, and the Levant, were greatest. Whether or not there was a 
winner of the war, it was unquestionably the Dutch who won the peace. It 
was. also in the late 1650s that the Dutch completed their conquest of 
Ceylon, gaining a monopoly of the world cinnamon supply, and streng- 
thened their position in India. Only in Portugal, which was in conflict with 
the Republic (and with Spain), did Dutch commerce fail to gain ground. All 
the Holland towns continued to grow and increase in wealth. At Amster- 
dam, rents for cheap housing during the 1650s remained stable. By contrast, 
the value of expensive houses, along Amsterdam’s prestigious canals, began 
to soar, particularly at the end of the 1650s, despite the rapid construction 
of more and more mansions, or herenhuisen.* 

The result of the Exclusion Crisis, in Dutch politics, was the strengthening 
of De Witt’s position, in Holland, and of Holland’s position, within the 
Republic. By late 1654, De Witt had swayed Enkhuizen, and mollified 
Haarlem, leaving Leiden in isolated, and impotent, opposition to the States 
party bloc within Holland.” De Witt, writing to the Dutch ambassador in 
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London,.in April 1655, surveyed the scene with undisguised ‘satisfaction. 
Opposition to Holland’s policies had everywhere abated and the States 
General subsided into a ‘peaceable mood’.'” Of the lesser provinces, all 
except Friesland: were in the grip of internal strife. From De Witt’s point of 
view, this was advantageous rather than detrimental to the. viability and 
vigour of the United Provinces as a whole. For the other provinces had no 
alternative but to defer to Holland'and seek her guidance and help. In 
Zeeland, the towns were split three against three, with Middelburg, Zie- 
rikzee, and Tholen allied to Holland, and the rest Orangist. 

But there was a limit to how unstable and turbulent the lesser provinces 
could safely be allowed to become; and, here, Groningen, and especially 
Overijssel, gave cause for concern. In October 1654, the ‘States of Overijssel’ 
gathered at Zwolle endorsed Van Haersolte’s proposal that the ‘way to 
overcome the ‘disorders which daily increase in this province’ was to ap- 
point William III Stadholder of Overijssel and Willem Frederik Lteutenant- 
Stadholder.'" This alarmed De Witt, and the Gecommitteerde Raden of 
Holland, who dispatched a circular to the Holland town councils, warning 
that the latest developments in Overijssel could have perilous consequences 
for Holland and summoning an emergency session of the States.'” These 
gathered in a sombre mood, the city of Delft having been shattered a few 
weeks before by the great gunpowder explosion which killed hundreds ‘of 
people and demolished a large part of the city. 

As the Holland regents pondered what to do about Overijssel, Willem 
Frederik hastened to Zwolle where he was féted and took his oath as 
‘Lieutenant-Stadholder’, swearing to uphold the province’s ‘instructions’, 
for the now 4-year-old ‘Stadholder of Overijssel’, until the infant William 
III should reach his ‘capable years’. Having secured Zwolle and Kampen, 
the Frisian Stadholder proceeded to Deventer, early in November, seeking 
to win the city over with ‘expedients and promises’. But, lacking cash for 
bribes, and hampered by the strife among the towns and ridderschap, he 
made little progress, especially as the opposition was strongly encouraged 
by Holland. 

Willem Frederik, Stadholder of Friesland, Groningen, and Drenthe, and 
acting Stadholder (at least according to two-thirds of the States) of 
Overijssel, by no means had an easy task in challenging De Witt and the 
ascendancy of the States party-faction. In Groningen, his authority had all 
but collapsed, by 1655, pulverized by the splits in the Ommelands and 
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between the Ommelands and city.'? His hopes of progress in Utrecht, where 
the ridderschap and chapters voted to confer the stadholderate on William 
III with himself as ‘Lieutenant-Stadholder’, in July 1654, were dashed by the 
(since 1651) pro-‘States’ city of Utrecht, which blocked every Orangist 
initiative.’ In Gelderland, there was the usual bickering among the quarters 
compounded by divisions within them, for, in both the Amhem and 
Zutphen quarters, the main towns—Arnhem and Zutphen—argued that 
their votes were equivalent to those of the small towns combined while 
Harderwijk, Wageningen, and other small towns insisted on one town one 
vote. As in the past, Zutphen remained Orangist, Nijmegen anti-Orangist, 
and Arnhem divided. Equally unavailing were Willem Frederik’s efforts to 
exploit the Orangism of Leiden, Haarlem, and Enkhuizen. In vain, he 
bemoaned the ‘timid attitude’ of the ‘good towns’ of Holland, meaning their 
refusal to combine with Friesland against the majority of the States of 
Holland.’ 

Orangist debility increased with the mounting strife within their own 
camp. Princess Mary detested Willem Frederik, whom she suspected of 
seeking advantages for himself, at the expense of her son. Amalia von 
Solms, still a force in Orangist circles, was.also at odds with the Frisian 
Stadholder, as was Friedrich Wilhelm, the Great Elector, in Berlin, who, as 
husband of Louise Henriette (1627-67), eldest daughter of Frederik Hen- 
drik, and aunt of William III, rejected the Exclusion and took a keen 
interest in Dutch internal politics. Several meetings were arranged between 
the Frisian Stadholder, two princesses, and representatives of the Great 
Elector and William III’s maternal uncle, Charles II of England. But 
intrigue and suspicion continued to poison their relations. Among other 
steps to reassure the Orangist public, Willem Frederik, through the Dele- 
gated States, arranged for the Reformed preachers of Friesland to introduce 
into their services, alongside existing prayers for the provincial States and 
Stadholder, prayers for the Prince of Orange, although this had never 
previously been the practice in that province.'® 

- The affairs of Overijssel continued to deteriorate. The ‘States of Overijssel’ 
gathered at Deventer denounced the appointments of William III and 
Willem Frederik by the ‘States’ gathered at Zwolle as a violation of the laws 
of the province.'”’ The Twenthe ridderschap, led by Adolph Hendrik van 
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Raesfelt (c.1625-82),.heer van Twickelo, accusing Van Haersolte of all 
manner of misconduct, resolutely opposed his authority in Twenthe, where 
local administration had now largely broken down. As tension mounted, the 
Deventer ‘States’ worried that their: adversaries would resort to force. A 
delegation from Deventer appeared before the States of Holland, in March 
1655, asking for deployment of more Generality troops in the province to 
forestall a possible coup against the city. The States of Holland agreed (over 
the objections of Leiden), and persuaded the States General to send.a force; 
though its dispatch was held up for a time by the Raad van State.'* Holland 
also.:demanded that Willem Frederik abandon the Zwolle ‘States’ -and 
renounce his ‘illegal’ appointment .and title, as ‘Lieutenant-Stadholder of 
Overijssel’. 

Holland’s key lever was control of the Generality’s. army, as became more 
than ever obvious in September.1655, when Field Marshal baron. van 
Brederode died. The Frisian Stadholder wished to become commander of 
the army, in succession to Brederode, and had. been contemplating improv- 
ing his position, by means of a rapprochement with De. Witt, since the spring 
of 1655, when Holland had helped him restore order in Groningen. A 
Generality commission, headed by De Witt, had travelled:to Groningen:to 
hear.all parties to the disputes and organize a compromise package, thereby 
(temporarily) restoring the Stadholder’s authority in the province. But De 
Witt perceived, in the aftermath .of Brederode’s death; a: chance ‘to 
strengthen his own party and to aggravate further the dissension amongst 
the Orangist leadership. As bait, he suggested to the Frisian Stadholder that 
he might become commander of the army were he to acknowledge the 
illegality of William III’s, and his own, respective appointments as ‘Stad- 
holder’ and ‘Lieutenant-Stadholder’ of Overijssel.'% 

The course which De Witt now pursued seemed highly. dubious to many 
on his own side..Amsterdam was appalled at the suggestion that the man 
who had led the military, during the coup of 1650, should be named Field 
Marshal of the army by his former victims.''° The vroedschap set up a special 
committee of senior regents, headed by Cornelis de Graeff, to study the 
question of the command of the army. They acknowledged that it was 
necessary to find an experienced and prestigious commander for the States 
General’s forces quickly to maintain the army’s discipline and organization 
at a time when the lesser provinces of the Union were in turmoil. But the 
man appointed Field Marshal had, in their opinion, to be politically safe. 


‘8 GA Leiden Sec. Arch. 451, fos. 54, 57. res. vroed. 22 Mar. and 20 Apr. 1655. 
'® Sypestein, Geschiedkundige bijdragen, i. 101-2. 
"° GA Amsterdam res. vroed. 11 and 14 Sept. 1655. 


The Republic at its Zenith: The 1650s 731 


Consequently, Amsterdam proposed Willem Frederik’s only ‘plausible 
Dutch rival—Count Johan Maurits of Nassau-Siegen, former governor of 
Netherlands Brazil, and now Stadholder of: Cleves: for the Elector of 
Brandenburg. The count was no friend of Willem Frederik, and had long 
been amenable to the States of Holland. 

But De Witt persuaded Amsterdam’s deputies to the States, at The 
Hague, that if Holland did not use the opportunity to appoint Willem 
Frederik, while simultaneously neutralizing him by imposing tough new 
constitutional limitations on the authority of the commander-in-chief, there 
was a real risk that Friesland and Groningen would rally enough other 
provinces for their Stadholder’s candidacy to force his appointment 
through, without ‘new constitutional safeguards, leaving Holland isolated 
and vulnerable. De Witt’s objective was to reinforce the “True Freedom’ by 
fully subordinating the army to civilian control. After confidential talks with 
Willem Frederik, he assured Amsterdam that the Frisian Stadholder would 
accept command, under the limitations Holland would propose, and ‘in 
such a case would renounce the government of Overijssel’.'"' 

The negotiations between De Witt and Willem Frederik resulted in a 
package presented to the States General, in December 1655." The agree- 
ment stipulated that the States General would draw up new ‘instructions’ 
for the Field Marshal of the army; that the Field Marshalship could not, in 
future, be combined with the office of Stadholder, or Lieutenant-Stadholder 
(except in this first instance, with respect to Willem Frederik being Stad- 
holder of Friesland and Groningen); that Willem Frederik would renounce 
his title as ‘Lieutenant Stadholder of Overijssel’; and that there would be no 
further dispute about Holland’s Act of Exclusion—implying its tacit accept- 
ance by Willem Frederik and the States General. Finally, the blocking of 
the appointment of the dextrous (and soon very rich) Van Beverningk, as 
treasurer-general of the Generality, was to cease. 

This package, known as the ‘Harmony’ of 1655, excited some lively 
discussion throughout the Republic, particularly as to who was duping 
whom. De Witt encountered many sceptics on his own side, including his 
father, who doubted that making Willem Frederik commander of the army 
was a way of strengthening the ‘True Freedom’. De Witt’s confidence in his 
‘precautions and clauses for the preservation of freedom’, and conviction 
that his ‘Harmony’ implied acceptance of the Exclusion by the Generality, 
was not shared by other observers. The historian Aitzema, who was also a 
diplomatic agent, bon vivant, libertine, and spy, regarded abroad as one of 
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the remarkable personalities of the Republic, told De Witt to his face that 
steel was stronger than paper, and that once Willem Frederik commanded 
the army he would use it, to master the Republic, by degrees.'"? Yet, even 
before the ‘Harmony’ was adopted by the States General, it bore fruit in the 
shape of heightened strife among the Orangist leadership. To Princess Mary, 
and her entourage, Willem Frederik’s dealings with the Pensionary were a 
betrayal of her son. While Amalia—who was not on good terms with her 
daughter-in-law—was rumoured to back the ‘Harmony’, the Orangist 
grouping of the Holland ridderschap, led by Mary’s personal adviser, 
Lodewijk van Beverweert, and the heer van Noordwijk, opposed the 
arrangement.'"¢ 

Steering the ‘Harmony’ through the States General proved no easy task. 
De Witt and the Frisian Stadholder devised a compromise package for 
ending the troubles in Overijssel, in February 1656, cancelling the appoint- 
ments of a ‘Stadholder’ and ‘Lieutenant-Stadholder’, and the appointment 
of Van Haersolte as drost of Twenthe. But this merely provoked a break 
between the Frisian Stadholder and the Haersholtists, who refused to accept 
that William III was not Stadholder of Overijssel, Van Haersolte not drost 
of Twenthe, and the Zwolle ‘States’ not the States of Overijssel."5 As the 
deadlock continued, Willem Frederik became disillusioned with his deal 
with Holland’s Pensionary. By late 1656, he had switched back to opposing 
Holland and trying to mend his bridges with the Orangists. Rejecting De 
Witt’s ‘Harmony’, the States of Friesland pressed, in January 1657, for the 
appointment of their Stadholder as commander of the army, on the same 
basis as Brederode. At a moment when the president-of-the-week of the 
States General was an Orangist, and willing to countenance a vote with only 
five, of the seven, provincial delegations present, Willem Frederik’s suppor- 
ters carried his appointment as Field Marshal, without new constitutional 
safeguards and outside the ‘Harmony’, overruling Holland by four provin- 
ces to one." The Holland Gecommitteerde Raden, and De Witt, reacted 
vigorously, warning the States General that regiments in Holland’s pay 
would not obey the orders of an ‘illegally’ appointed Field Marshal. A 
circular was sent to the other provincial assemblies, condemning the ap- 
pointment as invalid, and a violation of accepted procedure. Friesland 
denied this, taking the opportunity to reaffirm the validity of majority voting 
in the States General, even when some provincial delegations were absent.""” 
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The: ideology of the ‘States’ party was rooted in the claim, buttressed by 
Grotius and Graswinckel, that each province of the United Provinces was 
sovereign. This was a manifest fiction and everyone knew it to be a manifest 
fiction. There had always been majority voting in the States General and 
this was unavoidable if the Republic was. to function. Holland regularly 
participated.in majority votes in the Generality. But this was when Holland 
was with the majority. The reason the doctrine of provincial sovereignty was 
so vital to the Holland States party, and De Witt, was that they could not 
accept that Holland could be overruled in the Generality, by a majority of 
lesser provinces, or even all the other provinces together. If the majority 
could overrule Holland, then Maurits’s coup d'état, of 1618, was legitimate 
and so were William II’s actions against Holland, in 1650. The reality was 
that the provinces were not sovereign—or at least the lesser provinces were 
not-—and that decisions: went by majority vote in the Generality, provided 
Holland was among the majority, but not when she was not. There was no 
way this could be justified, in theoretical terms; and the only way it could 
be buttressed, in constitutional theory, was to insist on the fiction of 
provincial sovereignty. Speaking in the States General, De Witt warned the 
other provinces that an attempt, by the majority, to overrule Holland would 
lead, as in 1618 and 1650, to ‘serious confusion in the state’.'"® 

Holland’s Pensionary resolved the tangle in the States General by working 
on the lesser provinces and, on 1 February, the earlier decision, to appoint 
Willem Frederik, was cancelled by four votes to three, with now only 
Friesland, Groningen, and Zeeland supporting the appointment: But the 
strife in Overijssel and Groningen was not so easily resolved. Moreover, the 
adverse effect of the ferment in those provinces, for the Republic as a whole, 
was greater now than previously, owing to developments across the border, 
in the prince-bishopric of Minster. The efforts of the new prince-bishop, 
Christoph Bernhard von Galen, to forge an absolutist state in the large, and 
agriculturally rich, territory of the Miinsterland, by suppressing the auto- 
nomy of the city of Miinster, and vigorous advancement of the Counter- 
Reformation, was causing concern throughout Overijssel, Drenthe, 
Groningen, and Gelderland, and beginning to pose a potential threat to the 
United Provinces as a whole; not least since Von Galen was actively reviving 
‘Minster’s claims to Borculo.' 

As the turmoil in Overijssel continued, the Deventer ‘States’ began 
encouraging the small towns to the north of Zwolle—Hasselt and Steen- 
wijk—to rebel against Zwolle and seek voting status in the States of 
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Overijssel.'? These towns. began’ sending their fiscal contributions to 
Deventer, instead of Zwolle. In the spring of 1657, fearing.a strong reaction, 
Hasselt also obtained a garrison from Deventer. Van Haersolte replied by 
gathering a force and bombarding Hasselt for three days, with four artillery 
pieces, firing off 700 cannon-balls, and causing: substantial damage to the 
town. Deventer sent a second force to relieve the siege, which led to a small 
battle nearby, in which there were several killed and numerous wounded. 
Hasselt sent letters to Holland imploring relief from the ‘gruesome tyranny’ 
of Zwolle and Kampen. 

Hasselt capitulated to the Zwolle ‘States’, on 7 June 1657. But Van 
Haersolte and his colleagues had overplayed their.hand. De Witt and the 
Gecommitteerde Raden of Holland had had enough. At Holland’s insistence, 
the States General formed a commission to:end the turmoil in Overijssel, 
headed by De Witt and De Graeff.'*' The two leaders of the Holland States 
party heard submissions from all factions and duly presented their ‘com- 
promise’. This nullified the appomtments of William III and Willem 
Frederik as ‘Stadholder’ and ‘Lieutenant-Stadholder’ of Overijssel, reunited 
the States of Overijssel on the basis of the status quo ante, with exclusion 
of Hasselt and Steenwijk, cancelled Van Haersolte’s appointment as drost 
of Twenthe, ruled on the fiscal dispute, and declared a general amnesty for 
the events of 1653-7.'" It was also agreed that the texts each side had 
published, denouncing the other, be recalled and suppressed. It was less a 
‘compromise’ than slapping down of the Overijssel] Orangists.. But Zwolle 
and Kampen acquiesced, participating in an elaborate ceremony of recon- 
ciliation of the warring parts of the States of Overijssel—appropriately 
enough in the hall of the States of Holland. In Overijssel quiet was restored, 
though the province remained deeply divided.'?? 

Holland also intervened, yet again, to check the turmoil. in Groningen. 
The compromise reg/ement which the Generality commission, headed by De 
Witt, had imposed in May 1655 had soon broken down. By 1656, Gron- 
ingen was more turbulent than ever. In August 1656, the Ommelander 
faction headed by Rengers, had a sufficient stranglehold over the Hunsingo 
and Fivelingo quarters to purge their opponents from the rural. magis- 
tracies.'4 The city responded by stepping up its support for the anti-Rengers 
faction in the Ommelands, to which Rengers replied by stirring up the guilds 
against the ruling faction in the.city raad. Though Rengers and, his 
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adherents, as Ommelander jonkers, rejected the staple privileges the: city 
claimed over the Ommelands, they by no.means opposed the pretensions of 
the guilds within the city, seeing this as a useful means. of weakening the 
raad. Serious rioting: erupted. at Groningen, in March 1657, in which a 
burgomaster was almost killed and his house ransacked. Willem. Frederik, 
as Stadholder, sent troops into the city, but. when these were.attacked by a 
stone-throwing mob, decided.to withdraw, lest they should have to open fire 
and cause a massacre.’ 

To settle Groningen, the Generality sent a commission, drawn from foue 
provinces, including Holland. After lengthy investigation, the Generality 
commissioners, who. included. the dextrous Van Beverningk, drew up a 
radically new reglement which was published in March 1659. The essence of 
the new arrangements was the splitting of the Ommelander quarters into 
sub-quarters, with jurisdictional boundaries, designed to prevent any over- 
mighty jonker, in the future, accumulating offices, and influence, across the 
quarter. To. distribute power more effectively, the new reglement laid down 
detailed rules for electing judicial and fiscal officers at under-quarter, as well 
as quarter, and provincial, level, prohibiting interference by one under-quar- 
ter in the affairs of another, as well as of one quarter in another.'”° The effect 
was indeed to disperse power in the Ommelands but, at the same time, to 
reinforce the grip of jonker families over particular administrative posts and 
localities. . 

At the same time, Holland intervened in the Minsterland. Normally, 
neither the Generality, nor states of Holland, made it their business to 
oppose princely absolutism, and support ‘freedom’, outside their own 
territory. But the German lands immediately to the east of the Republic, 
historically closely intertwined with the eastern Dutch provinces, were a 
special case. The strategic and economic importance of the Ems estuary, and 
valley, of the lower Rhine duchies, and the Minsterland, together with the 
Calvinist county of Bentheim, as well as the ceaseless, triangular contest of 
Catholicism, Calvinism, and Lutheranism throughout these regions, from 
East Friesland to Aachen, entwined the politics of these German states 
inextricably with those of the inland areas of the Republic (see Map 12). In 
the case of the prince-bishopric matters were made worse by the intractable 
problem of the enclaves along the border, Especially contentious were 
Borculo, Bredevoort, Anholt, Lichtenvoorde, and the castle of Bevergern, 
which Frederik Hendrik had annexed to Lingen, but was claimed by 
Minster and in 1652 had been seized by Munsterite troops. 


"S Aitzema, Historie, viii. 985. 
1% Tbid. ix. 622-3; Feenstra, Adel in de Ommelanden, 81-2. 
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The struggle which developed in the 1650s between. the prince-bishop and 
city of Munster troubled the Dutch for three reasons. Should a strong 
absolutist state emerge in the Miinsterland, Munsterite pressure on the 
border enclaves would grow;'?’ activity of Catholic missionaries in Twenthe 
and eastern Gelderland, already a source of friction, ‘would escalate; and 
third and most serious, consolidation of a hostile power, controlling a large 
area on the eastern side, raised the spectre of an alliance between this power 
and a potential adversary, such as England, to the west, trapping the 
‘Republic, in pincers, between the two. It was not long before it was seen 
just how serious a strategic threat this posed.: 

The struggle in the Miinsterland culminated ‘in 1661, when the prince- 
bishop successfully besieged the city whose privileges De Witt had sought 
to defend.'* Christoph Bernhard triumphed over not only the city but 
Holland’s efforts to protect its autonomy, De Witt having gone so far, in 
October 1657, as to threaten to send troops to the city’s assistance. One 
lesson of the Miinster saga of the 1650s and early 1660s was that Gelderland 
and Overijssel, on their own, were totally incapable of standing up to the 
prince-bishopric. As they were outside the Holy Roman Empire, their 
interests could only be safeguarded by Holland. Yet Holland’s concerns 
were primarily maritime and not all her towns supported De Witt’s 
interventionist policy in the Miinsterland. Amsterdam, in particular, op- 
posed Holland’s vote to threaten force against the prince-bishop, in 1657,'? 
disagreement which the latter adroitly exploited. 

During the late 1650s, De Witt found himself continually juggling 
troublesome situations within the Republic with challenges to Dutch inter- 
ests without, which taxed his political dexterity to the limit. Amsterdam 
refused to give as much weight to the problem of Minster as De Witt, but 
was deeply worried by the struggle unfolding in the Baltic and ‘around the 
Danish Sound. The Republic intervened in the Baltic, sending a fleet, under 
Obdam, to Danzig, in the summer of 1656, to prevent Danzig, and the 
Vistula estuary, falling to the Swedes. When Charles X of Sweden, in a 
lightning campaign, overran much of Denmark, in 1658, and closed in on 
the Danish Sound, setting siege to Copenhagen, Obdam was sent with a fleet 
to relieve Copenhagen, and keep the Sound out of Swedish hands. When an 
English fleet was sent to Danish waters, in 1659, to stiffen the Swedes, “a 
second Dutch fleet was sent out, under De Ruyter, to bolster the Danes, 


"7 Schilfgaarde, Graven van Limburg Stirum, i. 127. 
"8 Schréer, Korrespondenz, 60-2. 
'9 De Bruin, Geheimhouding en verraad, 439-40. 


The Republic at its Zenith: The 1650s 737 


North Sea 


/ 
EAST ‘--5 
FRIESLAND , 


~ 


4 GELDERLAND 


ea at) 


ied 
Ra Ss 


STATES 
BRABANT 


AACHEN 

COUNTY OF HORN 
MAASTRICHT 
MOERS 
OVERKWARTIER 
RHEINBERG 
STEINFURT 
TECKLENBURG 


ea Prince-bishopric of Minster 
~ 
SY Under the Elector of Brandenburg 


Electorate of Cologne 


Jilich-Berg 


Map 12. The German states bordering the Republic in the mid-seventeenth 
century 


738 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


contributing to the Danish counter-offensive of that year and the making of 
the Danish-Swedish peace of 1660. 

But whilst Amsterdam, and the West Frisian ports, gave high priority to 
the Danish Sound and the Baltic, South Holland and Zeeland, as in the 
1640s, did not regard the Baltic as so vital.’ Zeeland, like Utrecht and 
Groningen, was more concerned to compel Portugal to pay compensation 
for the WIC’s losses in Brazil than grapple with the Swedes over the Sound. 
In 1657, about to threaten force against Minster and Sweden, the United 
Provinces declared war on Portugal and sent a fleet, under Obdam, to 
blockade Lisbon. The Dutch privateers attacked Portuguese shipping in the 
Atlantic and the VOC completed its conquest of Portuguese Ceylon. 

Minster, the Baltic, Portugal—all impinged on major Dutch concerns 
and were given high priority by one part of the United Provinces or another. 
But all were regarded as less vital by much, or most, .of the Republic. What 
De Witt endeavoured to do was forge a policy for the United Provinces as 
a whole, albeit giving preference to Holland’s concerns, which would 
reconcile divergent interests, creating a balance which constituted the 
‘interest of the state’. With considerable justification De Witt has been called 
a raison d'état politician." So he was. But his conception of raison d’état 
was a republican one, profoundly different from the raison d’état of princes 
and monarchs. It was a raison d’état which disdained territorial expansion, 
military capability for its own sake, and concentration of power in the hands 
of the state. What he strove to ensure was the security of the state, its 
independence from outside interference, and the advancement of its trade 
and shipping. These were the three pillars of his raison d'état. Since security 
and prosperity were its chief objects, it can also be said to have been a raison 
d’état geared to the benefit of the society of which he saw his own regent 
class as the rightful representatives and guardians. De Witt genuinely 
believed that, in contrast to a republic such as the United Provinces, 
Europe’s kings and the German princes sought only dynastic advantage and 
territorial aggrandizement, goals which were not only not identical with, but 
often conflicted with, the interests of their subjects.'> 


'® Van der Hoeven, Bijdrage, 98-102, 106. 
n! Boogman, ‘De raison d'état politicus’, 389-93. 
'* Tid. 399-407. 
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“SOUTH’ AND ‘NORTH’ 
AFTER THE PEACE OF THE PYRENEES, 1659 


Ae era commenced in both parts of the Netherlands with the end of 
the great Franco-Spanish war of 1635-59. The peace of the Pyrenees 
(1659) which concluded the Franco-Spanish conflict, a struggle which 
dominated the affairs of western Europe for a quarter of a century, also 
signalled a fundamental change in Spain’s role in the Netherlands and in 
that of the Republic in the southern provinces. Before 1659, the Republic 
had had no role in the south and, since 1648, it had been free of any 
entanglement by land liable to threaten its security or commerce. The Dutch 
had come under heavy pressure from England. But the English threat, 
severe though it was, was confined to the maritime sphere and the Indies. 
Until 1659, Spain had shouldered the burden of containing French power 
in western Europe and of fortifying the south Netherlands. 

Spain had, until the peace of the Pyrenees, adhered unwaveringly to her 
old policy of employing the southern Low Countries as the hammer and 
anvil of: the Spanish monarchy and the bridle of France. She had done so 
by maintaining her principal army in the Spanish Netherlands and commit- 
ting the bulk of her military expenditure to this arena. Even the shock of 
the revolts of Catalonia and Portugal against Spanish Habsburg rule, in 
1640, had failed to shake Spanish ministers’ belief in this strategy as the best 
means to maintain Spain’s position in Europe. The struggle in Portugal, 
continuing desultorily, had been given relatively low priority. 

There was even a late revival of Spanish power in the south Netherlands 
during the governorship of the Archduke Leopold Wilhelm (1647-56), who 
was provided with the troops and money to take advantage of France’s 
temporary weakness during the Frondes (1648-52). Spanish troops regained 
some of the ground lost in the 1640s and, in 1652, the. year in which Philip 
IV retook Barcelona, Leopold Wilhelm recovered the strategically vital and 
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heavily fortified port of Dunkirk. It was the inability of the French to gain 
the upper hand in the 1650s which gave Cromwell the opportunity to bring 
England into the war to tilt the balance against Spain. Only with the battle 
of the Dunes, outside Dunkirk, in June 1658, were Spanish arms in the Low 


Countries decisively defeated. 


But, after 1659, the picture changed both rapidly and radically, The flow 
of silver remittances from Madrid to Antwerp, which had lubricated Spain’s 
military machine since the days of Alva, dried up. Don Juan José of Austria, 
governor-general at Brussels in the years 1656-60, was the last governor of 


TABLE 38. The governors-general of the Spanish Netherlands from Alva to Max 


Emmanuel 
Governor-general 


Alva, Don Fernando Alvarez de 
Toledo, duke of 

Requesens, Don Luis de 

Austria, Don Juan de, Catholic 
commander at Lepanto 

Parma, Alessandro Farnese, Prince 
and duke of 

Mansfelt, Peter-Ernst, count of 
(acting) 


Ernst of Austria, Archduke 
Albert of Austria, Archduke 
Albert and the Infanta 
Isabella (Philip II’s daughter) 
Infanta Isabella 
Aytona, Don Francisco de 
Moncada, marqués de 
Cardinal-Infante, Don Fernando 
de Austria, the 
Melo, Don Francisco de 


Castel Rodrigo, Don Manuel de 
Moura y Cortereal, marqués de 

Leopold Wilhelm of Austria, 
Archduke 

Austria, Don Juan José de 

Caracena, Don Luis de Benavides, 
marqués de, 


Status 


Castilian grandee 
Catalan noble 


bastard son of Charles V 


nephew of Philip II 
Stadholder of 
Luxemburg, army 
general ; 
nephew of Philip IT 
nephew of Philip II 


as joint sovereigns 

as regent for Philip IV 

Castilian 
soldier-diplomat 


brother of Philip IV 
Portuguese adviser to 
the Cardinal-Infante 


Portuguese diplomat 


cousin of Philip IV 
bastard son of Philip TV 


Castilian noble 


Dates 


1567-73 
1573-6 


‘1576-8 


1§78-92 
1592-4 


1594-5) 


1595-8 


1598-1621 
1621~33: 


1633-4 
1634-41 
1641-4 
1644-7 


1647-56 
1656-60 


F660-4 
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Governor-general Status Dates 
Castel Rodrigo, Don Francisco de 

Moura y Cortereal, marqués de diplomat 1664-8 
Velasco, Don Ifigo de, Constable 

of Castile Castilian grandee 1668-70 
Monterrey, Don Juan Domingo de 

Zufiga, conde de son of Luis de Haro 1670-5 
Villahermosa, Don Carlos de 

Gurrea y Aragon y Borja, duke of grandee 1675-8 
Parma, Alexandre Farnese II, 

Prince of allied prince’ 1678-82 
Grana, Otto Heinrich, marquese di Imperial diplomat 1682-5 
Gastafiaga, Don Francisco 

Antonio de Agurto, marqués de cavalry general 1685-92 
Max Emmanuel, Elector of Bavaria allied prince 1692-1706 


the Spanish Netherlands to command a powerful army. Almost as soon as 
the peace was concluded, Spanish ministers switched their priorities, having 
decided to use the men and resources previously committed to the Nether- 
lands in a sustained effort to reconquer Portugal and her colonial empire. 
In the event, the great Spanish offensive against Portugal proved a humilia- 
ting failure and, in 1668, Philip IV resolved to cut his losses and recognize 
Portuguese independence. But Spain was now exhausted and the army of 
Flanders, having been cut back to the point that it no longer represented a 
significant force in international affairs, was never subsequently restored to 
anything like its previous dimensions or strength. 

The army of Flanders shrank from over 70,000 men in 1658 to 33,000, by 
1661,’ and, before long, to scarcely 20,000. The last Spaniard to hold the 
post of governor of the Spanish Netherlands, the marqués de Gastafiaga 
(1685-92), admitted early on in the Nine Years War (1688-97), in which 
Spain was allied with the Dutch, Britain, Austria, and Brandenburg, against 
France, that Spain could play only a minor role in defending the south 
Netherlands, which was regarded as the bulwark of Germany, Italy, and 
Spain, as well as of the Dutch Republic, against Louis XIV.’ In December 
1690, he estimated Spain’s effective troop strength in the Low Countries at 


’ Parker, Army of Flanders, 272. 
? ARH SG 7086/1. Dijkvelt to SG, Brussels, 24 Dec. 1690. 
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no more than 15,000. During 1692-3, the French committed 100,000 men 
to campaigning in the Low Countries and the allies around 75,000, a figure 
which rose to 90,000, in 1694, and 120,000 in 1695. Yet the Spanish 
contribution to this, by far the largest and most important army of the 
anti-French coalition, failed to grow—through lack of remittances from 
Spain—so that the proportion of the allied army shouldered by Spain 
continued to dwindle. By late 1695 the once mighty army of Flanders had 
sunk to only about 6,500 effectives.; 

Yet even at this dismal level, it proved impossible to finance Spain’s war 
effort with funds raised by the Spanish Crown. The States of Flanders and 
Brabant voted substantial sums towards the war but so diminished were the 
credit and prestige of the Spanish Crown that the Antwerp money market— 
since 1659 only a shadow of its former self—proved largely unwilling to 
provide the required advances. It was literally impossible to bank on 
promised remittances from Spain. Consequently, it proved necessary to 
borrow over eight million guilders on the Amsterdam Exchange, with the 
help of the Dutch authorities, though even in Amsterdam there was 
remarkably little enthusiasm for lending to the king of Spain. In the event 
much of the finance was raised by Baron Francisco Lopes Suasso, the 
leading financier of the Sephardi Jewish community of Amsterdam, who 
had played a notable part in organizing the finance for the Dutch expedition 
to England in 1688. Lopes Suasso’s father had been the first Jew to be made 
a baron by the king of Spain. In July 1696, the Council of State in Madrid 
acknowledged that Lopes Suasso had almost single-handedly saved the 
Spanish military machine in the Low Countries from collapse.‘ 

Yet despite the weakness of Spain in the south Netherlands after 1659, 
and repeated French invasions from 1667 down to 1712, the south conti- 
nued to show remarkable resilience both as a political and cultural entity 
and as an economy. Much damage was caused by the fighting, and 
movement of armies, but mainly in the Walloon areas. In Flanders and 
Brabant agriculture entered the same long depression, after 1660, as gripped 
the north Netherlands and the rest of western Europe, but over the next 
half-century rural rents and land prices in Flanders and Brabant fell 
considerably less sharply than they did in the north Netherlands (see pp. 
634-5 above) and the high productivity of Flemish agriculture remained 
unaffected. It is true that there set in, after 1648, a marked qualitative 
deterioration in the more specialized urban industries such as tapestries, 


3 De Schryver, Jan van Brouchoven, 104. 
* AGS Estado 3890. consulta of the Consejo de Estado, Madrid, 2 July 1696. . 
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silks, jewellery, and.book production;‘ but. this was compensated for by the 
further growth of labour-intensive industries where much of the work could 
be done by the still growing rural population, above all the linen industry.® 
As exports of French linen to Spain and Spanish. America. declined, after 
1688, Flemish linen, like Dutch linen, benefited from the increased oppor- 
tunities for sales in the Spanish empire. a 

As Spain’s grip weakened, there were also i increasing signs of. restlessness 
among:the States of Flanders and. Brabant. and the civic élites of Antwerp, 
Brussels, and Ghent at. the. deterioration: of public administration and 
especially the lack of support given by the regime to commerce, industry, and 
shipping. Few. officials of the regime, whether local or Spanish, showed great 
ability. But there was a conspicuous exception in the shape. of the remarkable 
Jan van Brouchoven, count of .Bergeyck (1644-1725), who was described, in 
1701, by the French officials sent by Louis XIV to take over the administra- 
tion of the south Netherlands, in the name of the new Bourbon king of Spain, 
Philip V, as ‘le seul homme capable’ to be found at Brussels.’ As the minister 
most relied on by a declining Spanish regime and by the provincial States 
alike, Bergeyck became the chief focus, and co-ordinator, of the pressure for 
change. With his help, States and civic élites sought to forge a more active 
role for the south Netherlands in both the commerce of the Spanish empire 
and international commerce more generally. There were several initiatives 
relating to Spanish America. In September 1686, for example, the States of 
Flanders petitioned the. king to allow direct navigation between Ostend and 
Buenos Aires as well as other Spanish ports which were not visited by the 
official transatlantic convoys: sailing from Spain. They asked also to be 
allowed to colqnize Santo Domingo as part of Spain’s effort to prevent the 
island being overrun. .by the French. Both aspects were extensively discussed 
in Madrid albeit without result. By the end of the 1690s Spanish authority 
was so reduced that the last governor-general of the Spanish Netherlands, 
Max Emmanuel of Bavaria—who had been brought in as an emergency 
measure, at the request of the Stadholder-king, William III, and who had few 
links with Spain—guided by Bergeyck, actually issued a charter, in 1699, 
setting up a Flemish East India Company, a forerunner of the later Ostend 
Company, in the name of the king of Spain but without his permission.’ 
Inevitably, this move caused both consternation and anger at The Hague, 
where the States General promptly issued an edict forbidding Dutch subjects 
to participate in the Flemish initiative in any way. 

5 De Nave, Antwerpen en: de scheiding, 17, 81-2. 

® Vermaut, ‘Structural Transformation’, 193-7. 


7 De Schryver, Jan van Brouchoven, 478... 
® Ibid. 476. 
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The civic élites of the south desired more opportunities in long-distance 
trade, resented the continued closure of the Scheldt to maritime traffic, and 
also disliked the passive tariff policy of the Spanish regime in the ‘obedient’ 
provinces. The. merchants and manufacturers of Flanders and Brabant 
wanted far more extensive protection on the part of the king, especially from 
Dutch products and competition, and, as the Spanish sway weakened, 
pressure for such. protectionism increased, despite Madrid’s reluctance to 
offend the Dutch and (after 1688) also Britain. In 1699 Bergeyck convened 
a gathering of civic delegates to debate trade, industry, and tariffs which 
resulted in the promulgation of new tariffs to replace the tariff list of 1680 
(which was favourable to the Dutch) designed. to curb imports of: Dutch 
textiles, refined salt and sugar, and other products.® As regards salt-at least, 
these measures violated the terms of the treaty of Minster, which. included 
a clause by which Spain made concessions to the Zeeland salt industry. The 
States General at The Hague retaliated by banning imports of glass, paper, 
linen, and woollen cloth until Brussels’ measures were lifted. This growing 
friction between north and south over tariffs then became subsumed, from 
1700, into the wider conflict over the Spanish Succession and the future of 
the south Netherlands. 

The United Provinces had a vital interest ‘in upholding the terms of the 
treaty of Minster, especially the closure of the Scheldt to maritime traffic, 
and in keeping the south in a position of economic subordination. This 
means that the Republic was strongly committed to preserving the Spanish 
regime in the south; for the Spanish Crown was the only party bound by 
the treaty to enforce its clauses in the south. At the same time, the Republic 
had a vital strategic interest in preserving the south as a buffer against 
France. Yet this by no means meant that the Dutch regents, or the merchant 
élite, were eager for military collaboration with the Spanish regime in the 
south Netherlands. In the first place it was fundamental to De Witt’s view 
of the Republic’s essential interests that it should avoid becoming locked 
into the system of long-term military commitments and rivalries, and the 
territorial ambitions, which were the perennial sport of kings.'® Moreover, 
Spain was now severely weakened and there was inevitably scepticism as to 
her continued usefulness as an ally. From both a strategic and economic 
point of view it seemed to De Witt—and many others—that the Republic’s 
overriding concern was to avoid becoming entangled in conflict with France. 
It was thus, above all, the Stadholder William III (1672-1702) who emerged 
as the great champion of close strategic links between north and south. 


9° Despretz-Van de Casteele, ‘Het protectionisme’, 311. 
© Japikse, Johan de Witt, 172-7. 
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The resilience of the south Netherlands in the later seventeenth century 
was economic and political but; above all, religious and cultural. The early 
fervour of the Counter-Reformation in the south Netherlands inevitably 
ebbed somewhat, after around 1650. But by that time it had accomplished 
its task and rendered the south an impregnable bastion of Catholic 
orthodoxy, the sole major problem on the religious.and cultural front being 
the vexed divisions within the Church and universities between ‘Jansenists 
and anti-Jansenists (see pp. 650-1 above). If the great wave of church-build- 
ing and commissions which began with the onset of the Twelve Years: Truce 
ended in the middle of the century, and there was now far less call for. artists 
and craftsmen to work on churches, chapels, images, and. other appurten- 
ances of the faith, a culture had been formed which had,. and retained, an 
unbreakable hold on every section of the population. At least in the towns 
both elementary and secondary education, galvanized by the re-Catholiciza- 
tion programme, had attained impressive dimensions. In the decade 1656— 
65, the school population of Antwerp stood at over 4,000, representing 
about half of all Antwerp children between 7 and 15."' Virtually all children 
received religious instruction on Sundays. 

The ascendancy of the Catholic faith was now such that the presence: of 
large Dutch Protestant garrisons in many towns from 1689 onwards aroused 
no fears and had little if any effect on urban society. Needless to say, no 
form of disrespect towards the Church was tolerated on the part: of 
non-Catholics. Nor was the Portuguese New Christian community of 
Antwerp, at least part of which was crypto-Jewish, permitted to cast off its 
public veil of allegiance to the Church, as was allowed, from: the 1640s 
onwards, in the case of the Portuguese New Christian communities in 
France. The pressure against such backsliding made the ecclesiastical and 
civic authorities in Antwerp extremely sensitive to evidence of contacts 
between Portuguese New Christians in Antwerp and Dutch Sephardic Jews 
who were, in some cases, close relatives. By the 1670s there was a tiny group 
of professed Jews in Antwerp who refused to have their children baptized 
or kneel, or take off their hats, before images. The bishop was unable to 
persuade the Secret Council in Brussels to expel them from the Spanish 
Netherlands. But both ecclesiastical and civic authorities applied sufficient 
pressure to ensure that Jewish worship took place only in secret.'* 

The Spanish Netherlands was not Spain. Some scope for dissent existed, 
provided it-was sufficiently veiled. If the Papacy complained to Madrid, in 
April 1671, that the regime in Brussels was turning a blind eye to clandestine 
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Jewish worship in Antwerp,'"? French Cartesians noted, in 1670, that despite 
the Church’s condemnation of Cartesian philosophy and science there were 
crypto-Cartesian professors at Leuven who concerned themselves with 
forbidden ideas discreetly but also unhindered.'4 But the fact remained that 
neither ‘the: authority, nor the teachings, of the Church could be openly 
challenged. Thus while the anti-Cartesian offensive which began. in the 
academies of the south, at the prompting of the papal internuncio, in 1662, 
failed to eradicate Cartesian influence, it was nevertheless the case that only 
attacks on Descartes could be published. No southern academic .could 
openly espouse Descartes’s doctrines and there was absolutely no parallel in 
the south to the raging philosophical and scientific controversies gripping 
the universities in the north. 

Open dissent was simply not tolerated and there were few instances of it. 
One of the most remarkable was that of the French Calvinist heretic, of 
alleged Jewish extraction, Isaac de la Peyrére (1596-1676). La Peyrére came 
to the Spanish Netherlands as secretary to Prince Louis de Condé, one of 
the principal nobles of France, who fled-to Brussels following the collapse 
of the Frondes. La Peyrére had written a sensational book, the Prae-Adami- 
tae, arguing that there were men on earth before Adam and that the Bible 
we possess is but a corrupted version of God’s original revelation, trans- 
mitted by fallible scribes. The work was published at Amsterdam, in 1655, 
and instantly banned as blasphemy by the Hof of Holland. At that point La 
Peyrére himself was staying at Namur, where the bishop had his book 
publicly condemned in all the churches of the city, a month after the Dutch 
condemnation. La Peyrére returned to Condé’s side, in Brussels, but was 
seized and imprisoned there in February 1656. After months of interroga- 
tion he broke, renounced his heresies, and converted to Catholicism.'5 

Perhaps the. most bizarre cultural encounter of the seventeenth century, at 
Brussels and Antwerp, was that involving. that extraordinary personality 
Queen Christina of Sweden. She was present in the Spanish Netherlands in 
1654-5 shortly after abdicating from the. Swedish throne... Both Leopold 
Wilhelm and the Church authorities applauded her official mission, which 
was to undergo Catholic indoctrination and renounce the Lutheran faith in 
which she had been brought up. But Christina nurtured mystical, messianic 
theologico-political ideas and spent much of her time at Brussels seeking to 
promote her grandiose schemes for reconciling Catholicism and Protestant- 
ism, Christianity and Judaism, and—for good measure—also Spain and 


3 AGS Estado 2115. consulta of the Consejo de Estado, Madrid, 13 May 1671. 
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France, deliberating over her: goals with such men as the Amsterdam rabbi 
Menasseh ben Israel and Condé’s secretary, La Peyrére, who also acted as 
political intermediary between her and Condé, to whom she assigned an 
important role in her plans.'* And as if all this was not disturbing enough 
for the Spanish authorities, she made known, after her secret conversion to 
Catholicism at Brussels, on Christmas Eve, 1654, her desire to be appointed 
viceroy of the Spanish Netherlands in succession to. Leopold Wilhelm, who 
was about to depart. 

The slackening of Church and court commissions after 1648, and the 
general deterioration of the specialized industries of Antwerp, Brussels, and 
Ghent in the late seventeenth century, in turn ensured the decline of both 
the decorative and fine arts south of the rivers. But given the imposing scale, 
and superb quality, of artistic achievement in the Spanish Netherlands in 
the early seventeenth century there was room. for extensive. shrinkage 
without the arts of the: south becoming in any way insignificant. Rubens 
died in 1640; Van Dyck in 1641, and there were no more major baroque 
architectural projects after the completion of the magnificent church. of the 
Béguines in Brussels in the late 1650s.'’ An era had come to an end. But the 
fine arts continued to flourish, albeit at a lesser level, in both Antwerp and 
Brussels; throughout the third quarter of the century. It was not until 
the 1680s that the great artistic flowering which accompanied the Counter- 
Reformation in the south Netherlands was finally at.an.end. 

The most notable of the artists working in the south during the third 
quarter of the century was David Teniers the Younger (1610-90), a prolific 
painter of genre and landscape scenes whose early career was spent at 
Antwerp but who. moved to Brussels, in 1651,.0n becoming court painter to 
Leopold Wilhelm, a noted collector and connoisseur. He was afterwards 
also court painter to Don Juan José, for whom he painted a number of 
grand military scenes. The Antwerp art world was presided over, after Van 
Dyck’s death, by Jacob Jordaens (1593-1678), a lesser but still substantial 
artist who had worked under Rubens and painted some of the largest 
religious. pictures to be found in Antwerp’s churches. A perhaps finer 
Antwerp..artist was Gonzales Coques (1618-84), a favourite of Leopold 
Wilhelm who was later also patronized by the count of Monterrey. Like 
Jordaens, Gonzales Coques also worked at the Huis ten Bosch, at The 
Hague, in the early 1650s, on the grand paintings glorifying the heroic 
achievements of Frederik Hendrik. As a court portraitist, Gonzales Coques 
was a refined and worthy successor to Van Dyck. 
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After the treaty of the Pyrenees, and departure of Don Juan José, the 
previous glitter of the Spanish court at Brussels ebbed away and the 
brilliance of Antwerp faded. The Silver Age of the south Netherlands, which 
had begun with Albert and Isabella, and the return of Rubens from Italy, 
ended definitively in the 1670s. Yet, the underlying resilience, cultural and 
economic, of the south remained and formed the basis for glimmerings of 
remarkable new developments towards the turn of the new century. 


PARTY AND FACTION IN THE EARLY 1660s 


The peace of the Pyrenees, and Stuart restoration in Britain, offered the 
Republic cause for both optimism and anxiety. Orangists, of course, could 
hope for a revival of their fortunes since England’s new king was an uncle 
of the young Prince of Orange, now aged 10. Charles IT could be expected 
to favour the boy’s interests and political prospects. But, at the same time, 
the merchant and regent élites could hope for peace in Europe, undisturbed 
commerce: and sea-routes, and better relations with England.'® The Crom- 
wellian regime had been feared, and detested, by both Dutch and the south 
Netherlanders, for its aggressive maritime policies, which had inflicted great 
damage on the commerce and shipping of both parts of the Netherlands. 
Nor was anyone disposed to underestimate England’s capacity to attack 
Dutch commerce, and the colonial empire, also in the future. Accordingly, 
many regents and merchants considered it of the greatest importance to win 
the friendship of the new king and establish harmonious Anglo-Dutch 
relations. Some optimists in the Amsterdam city council even believed that 
manifest good-will might persuade the 30-year-old monarch to rescind the 
detested Navigation Act of 1651.'9 

Charles spent two. months on Dutch soil, in the spring of 1660, at Breda 
and The Hague, before embarking, from Scheveningen, for England, in 
June. During these weeks, provincial assemblies and town councils vied with 
each other in their efforts to please the new king, laying on receptions, 
banquets, and all manner of ceremonies in his honour. Now in retirement 
at his villa at Zorgvliet, Jacob Cats (who, in contrast to Vondel, practically 
never touched on matters of state in his poetry)” composed a poem 
celebrating the ‘king of Great Britain’, and urging a pact of friendship 
between Britain and the Republic. Charles responded pleasantly to the 
attention; but, at the same time, emphasized his affection for his young 
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nephew, Orange, and intention to favour him-and his mother, the ‘Princess 
Royal’, Mary, his sister. The States of Zeeland, disappointed Charles had 
not accepted their invitation to return to London via Zeeland, hastened to 
show more regard for William than they had hitherto. In June, the States 
of Zeeland instructed their Gecommitteerde Raden to peruse all their 
resolutions about the stadholderate since 1650 and prepare recommenda- 
tions.?! 

Most worrying for De Witt was the willingness of the many opportunists 
among the regents to show deference to the House of Orange now that its 
fortunes were reviving in the wake of the English Restoration. Such men 
justified their compliant attitude as pragmatic and in the interests of the 
Republic’s commerce, shipping, and colonies. De Witt still had some 
staunch allies in the Amsterdam vroedschap, notably Cornelis and Andries 
de Graeff, Jan Huydecoper, and the new Pensionary, Pieter de Groot, son 
of: Grotius, all firm republicans out of principle—and deep suspicion of the 
political and dynastic ambitions of the House of Orange.” But these men 
were a minority of the city council. Traditionally, most of their colleagues 
took a more flexible view of the city’s needs and interests and were more 
impressed with the advantages, political and economic, of better relations 
with England than any threat an Orangist revival might pose to the internal 
stability of the Republic and ascendancy of Holland: As De Witt saw it, 
there was now a real danger that, in her eagerness for friendship with 
England, Amsterdam might sponsor imprudent courses which could ulti- 
mately undermine the States party regime. 

De Witt’s unease mounted in June, when Amsterdam joined Haarlem and 
Leiden in inviting Princess Mary, and the Prince, to make an official visit.” 
Amsterdam put on a lavish show, extolling the splendour of the House of 
Orange and its glorious past,“ a clear sign that Holland’s greatest city, 
having assiduously boycotted the House of Orange since 1650, now wished 
to mend its bridges with William III. Cultivating Orange was, indeed, an 
integral part of Amsterdam’s ‘English’ strategy in 1660-1, culminating in the 
plan, readily accepted by the rest of the States, to dispatch an embassy 
extraordinary to London, bringing a gift for the king, from the Generality, 
so magnificent as to eclipse all previous gifts, erase recollection of Dutch 
reluctance to help Charles in his difficult times, and lay foundations for a 
new beginning. The vroedschap nominated a committee, headed by Cornelis 
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de Graeff, to draw up.a ‘concept’ of the kind of treaty of friendship. which 
Amsterdam hoped Charles would accept. The main points were:a defensive 
alliance against third-party aggression, ‘unrestricted trade’, meaning abro- 
gation of the Navigation Act, and the principle of Free Ship, Free Goods 
(Vrij schip, vrij goedt) to apply whenever one of the two powers was engaged 
in hostilities with a third.?> This last grew out of the experience of the 
Anglo-Spanish War of 1655-60 when the English had frequently boarded 
Dutch ships, searching for, and sequestrating, cargoes found to be from 
Spain, or the Spanish Netherlands, or. belonging to Spanish subjects:.. From 
1660 onwards, it was one of Amsterdam’s chief priorities in foreign affairs 
to persuade England to-accept the principle that the ships of the Republic, 
when neutral, and cargo carried, whatever its provenance, should be exempt 
from boarding and inspection. 

The ‘Dutch Gift’ of 1660-1 was a prodigious gift; the most splendid ever 
presented by the States General to a foreign ruler. Amsterdam’s regents 
spared no effort or expense to ensure the success of their scheme. Cornelis 
and Andries de Graeff were friends of Govaert Flinck and; like many 
Amsterdam regents, enthusiastic connoisseurs of art. They planned the gift 
in consultation with Gerrit Uylenburgh, the best-known art dealer in the 
city,.and former sponsor of Rembrandt and other: leading artists. The 
choicest Italian paintings in the Republic, including a Titian and a ‘Tinto- 
retto, were purchased for the gift, together with Graeco-Roman antiquities 
from the famous collection, housed on the Herengracht, belonging to former 
burgomaster Gerard Reynst, a renowned connoisseur who had specialized in 
trade with Venice. The States paid 80,000 guilders for this part of the present 
alone. To this abundance of Italian and ancient art.-were added four 
‘modern’ paintings—an Elsheimer and:three Dutch pictures, one by Saenre- 
dam and two by Gerrit Dou, Leiden’s, and now the Republic’s, most highly 
reputed artist.** Dou, who like many contemporary artists was also a dealer, 
was engaged to assess the price of the Saenredam which the States bought 
from Andries de Graeff. To complete the ‘Dutch Gift’, Amsterdam supplied 
a handsome yacht, the Mary. At the ceremony of presentation, at Banquet- 
ing House, Whitehall, in November 1660, Charles talked with the States 
General’s ambassadors, ‘heartily thank’d them for so worthy a present, and 
express’d his willingness to enter into a nearer Alliance with them’.?”? The 
Dous—one was The Young Mother (Mauritshuis)}—reportedly made as great 
an impression as the Italian paintings, on king and court. 
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For her part, Princess Mary sent a circular to ‘each provincial assembly 
asking that her son be designated to the high offices, and dignities,. which 
the Princes of Orange had held in the past, pointedly omitting any request 
for Willem Frederik to deputize. Zeeland voted, on:7. August, to press in the 
States General for designation of William as future Stadholder and captain- 
general of the Union, the ‘high charges’ to be conferred on his reaching his 
eighteenth year.”* Friesland followed, urging also that the Prince-be assigned 
a seat-on the :Raad van State, from the age of 16 (or earlier, if the other 
provinces would agree), adding that Frisians were proud to show their ‘old 
and enduring’ affection for the ‘houses of Orange and Nassau’, as they 
consistently had ‘since 1650—an allusion to Zeeland’s inconsistency.” 
Overijssel and Gelderland voted likewise. All this was followed: with an 
intent eye by Charles II, who wrote to the States of Zeeland thanking them 
for their efforts on behalf of his nephew.*° 

De Witt found himself under mounting pressure. Other than Holland, no 
province had adopted an Act of Exclusion while, even in Holland, the rising 
enthusiasm for. designating Orange to the ‘high charges’ signified that 
Exclusion was now a dead letter. Leiden and Haarlem chose this moment 
to propose that the Prince be designated for the stadholderate, knowing that 
several smaller towns would support them.*' De Witt, together with Cornelis 
de: Graeff and allies in the ridderschap, manceuvred to prevent Leiden’s 
proposal gaining wide support in the. States of Holland. Deflecting the 
pressure, by offering as bait a handsome pension for the Prince, from the 
States of Holland, De Witt drew Princess Mary into an arrangement 
whereby the Prince would, for the time being, only be designated a ‘Child 
of state’, to be educated, and tramed, for high station by the States of 
Holland, with the implication that he would eventually fill high office.” 
With this expedient, De Witt and De Graeff hoped to mollify Mary 
sufficiently for her to urge her brother to be accommodating in the 
negotiations under way in London. Consequently, at the end of September, 
Holland revoked the Act of Exclusion and: undertook the maintenance and 
education of the Prince. 

Mary’s deal with De Witt obtained some solid advantages both for her 
-son-and the stability of the Republic. There was much grumbling about her 
acquiescence, however, not only on the part of those (including many 
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Voetian preachers) for whom supporting Orange -was chiefly a means of 
opposing the Holland regents, but also from Orangist regents who felt that 
Mary: had betrayed their long efforts on her son’s behalf, by doing nothing 
to enhance their influence.*? Their. indignation mounted when it emerged 
that the States of Holland committee nominated to supervise the Prince’s 
education included De Witt, De Graeff, and other States party regents, but 
none of Holland’s Orangists. The Princess Dowager, Amalia von Solms, 
berated her daughter-in-law for allowing herself to be tricked by De Witt 
into abandoning the House of Orange-Nassau’s tried and trusted friends in 
Holland—Leiden, Haarlem, and: Enkhuizen.* The Elector of Brandenburg 
was also annoyed; for De Witt’s scheme denied him influence, too. In-vain, 
the Elector and Princess Dowager proposed a different committee to control 
the Prince’s tutors and entourage, comprising Amalia, Willem Frederik, 
Burgomaster van der Aa of Leiden, and deputies..from the ridderschap, 
Haarlem, and Enkhuizen. 

But just as De Witt had seemingly surmounted one hurdle, all was: again 
thrown into confusion by the sudden death of the Princess Royal, from 
smallpox, in January 1661. Mary had named her brother, the king, her son’s 
guardian, and this confronted De Witt with a host of new dilemmas. Since 
Leicester’s time, no foreign power had possessed such leverage, within 
Dutch domestic politics, as did now the English monarch. Plainly, Charles 
would not be easy to deal with. The Anglo-Dutch negotiations in London, 
on which Amsterdam had placed such high hopes, were not going well. Far 
from repealing the Navigation Act, the.king was about ‘to reissue it, under 
his own name. The old wrangling between the two East India Companies 
showed no sign of abating, indeed was increasing. Added to this, major new 
tensions had arisen in the Caribbean, West Africa, and over New: Nether- 
land. The West Frisian ports, Maas fishing towns, Zeeland herring ports— 
Zierikzee and Brouwershaven—and again Amsterdam were also deeply 
dismayed about the bill which had come before Parliament, prohibiting 
fishing by any but subjects of the English Crown, within ten miles.of the 
English coast.*> Moreover, within the States of Holland, the Orangist 
party-faction had gained considerable ground since the late. 1650s. De Witt’s 
proposals for the maintenance of the Prince of Orange were opposed as 
insufficient by seven towns—Leiden, Haarlem, Enkhuizen, Rotterdam, 
Gorcum, Schoonhoven, and Purmerend.** 
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To add to all this, there was the unpalatable news that Charles had chosen 
as his ordinary ambassador at The Hague, Sir George Downing—a former 
supporter of the Cromwellian regime, turned royalist, known for his 
abrasive style and animosity towards the Dutch. On his arrival, in June, 
armed with instructions to mobilize the Orangist camp to pressure. Holland 
into submitting to supervision of the Prince’s upbringing by the now three 
guardians—Charles, Amalia, and the Great Elector—he at once entered 
into all kinds of surreptitious dealings with Orangist deputies and military 
men. In one of his first reports from The Hague, he remarked, ‘this is certain 
that as much dirt as can be must be thrown on De Witt.’2” 

By the autumn of 1661, it seemed that Charles had the Holland States 
party trapped between the rising tide of English pressure at sea, and the 
upsurge of Orangist sentiment within. Already many in Amsterdam re- 
gretted the outlay on the ‘Dutch Gift’. A leading member of the Frisian 
delegation to the States General predicted, in November 1661, that if war 
should break out between the Republic and England, the ‘provinces of 
Zeeland, Friesland, Overijssel, and Groningen will not take up arms against 
England and.will contribute nothing to the war’.3* Moreover, Gelderland, 
and also Utrecht, where the ridderschap was strongly Orangist but the city 
‘un peu hollandisée’, were hopelessly divided. 

The thorniest issue dividing the Seven Provinces, during 1661, aside from 
the future status of the Prince of Orange, was the draft peace for ending the 
war with Portugal. Until May, four provinces—Zeeland, Groningen, 
Utrecht, and Gelderland—had adamantly refused to settle without restitu- 
tion of former Netherlands Brazil. It was Downing’s other main task, in 
1661, to play on this rift, and turn it to England’s advantage, by doing 
everything possible (whilst his master also applied pressure on Portugal) to 
block the peace.*? In this way, England could simultaneously prevent the 
Dutch recovering their trade with Portugal, and gaining commercial privi- 
leges there equivalent to those of the English, and widen the divisions 
between the provinces, weakening the Republic internally. 

De Witt, closely assisted by Pieter de Groot, eventually managed to 
detach Utrecht and half of Groningen from the opposition, but this still left 
Zeeland and Gelderland. In an epic five-hour debate in the States General, 
on 23 June 1661, involving besides the regular provincial delegations 
twenty-six extraordinary deputies from Zeeland, three from. Utrecht, and 
the entire States of Holland,** Zeeland and Gelderland refused to settle 
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‘without restitution of the lands of Brazile’, insisting ‘that it was against the 
articles of the Union that peace, or warte, should be made but by the 
consent of all the provinces’. The Hollanders reminded the gathering that 
in 1648 ‘the peace with Spaine was made by the plurality of voices without 
the consent of Zeeland and Utrecht’. Finally, the president-for-the-week, 
the head of the Groningen delegation, Schuylenborgh (who, for reasons of 
self-interest, sided with Holland, opposing the city of Groningen’s backing 
for the WIC), concluded, ruling that the States General had made peace 
with Portugal, by a majority of five provinces to two. . 

As the months passed, it emerged that. De Witt’s position was less 
precarious than it had previously seemed. The quarrel between Holland and 
Zeeland, over Portugal, subsided, and it became clear that the twin strands 
of Charles II’s Dutch policy—squeezing the Dutch in the maritime sphere, 
whilst simultaneously dividing them internally—were, to an extent, mutually 
contradictory, at least in the maritime provinces.” At Amsterdam, regents, 
merchants, and directors of the WIC and VOC, seeing -that their ‘Gift’ 
brought no advantage, and facing escalating confrontation, rather than 
reconciliation, in trade, lost interest in the Prince of Orange ‘and rallied 
behind De Witt, a strong, united Holland now being their only recourse. 
Much the same happened also elsewhere in Holland, and Zeeland. 

In Zeeland, Orangist fervour was traditionally strong. But Zeeland stood 
to lose more from English maritime expansion, and gains.in the Caribbean 
and West Africa, than from doing without a Stadholder, despite the 
Zeelanders’ distaste for Holland’s tolerant.-religious policies.. In August 
1661, the States of Zeeland expressed serious alarm over the encroachments 
of the newly formed English Royal Africa Company, on the Guinea Coast 
where the the WIC had, since the 1630s, dominated the lucrative gold and 
slave traffic. They voted to co-operate closely with Holland to resist the 
growing English pressure.* The more Charles encouraged the ambitions of 
London’s merchants and companies, the more Zeeland was alienated. from 
both England and Orangism. 

Zeeland’s shifting mood resulted in fresh changes in the ‘balance of the 
party-factions in the town councils. At Middelburg, the anti-English, States 
party bloc, which gained ground from late 1661, urging co-operation with 
Holland, was led by none other than Hendrik Thibault, who had been 
William II’s right-hand man in Zeeland, in 1649-50, and was overthrown 
by the States party-faction, in 1651, as a staunch Orangist. This astounding 
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volte-face reflected the complexity of party-factional politics and the.strong 
influence of popular. opinion in Zeeland. The rival groupings in the town 
halls were a mélange of ideological, theological, . financial, family, and 
place-seeking sentiment, coloured also by the immigrant factor. An English 
observer, writing in August 1663, went so far as‘to interpret Middelburg 
politics as a tussle between regents who were ‘natives’; that. is descended 
from old-established Zeeland regent families, and a newer bloc, comprising 
‘Walloons and French’, the ‘natives’ led by Veth, the Walloons by Thi- 
bault.“ He explained Thibault’s vigorous Orangism in 1649-50 as due to 
popular pressure and his new attitude, in 1662, to the fact that the ‘Prince 
of Orange’s ... interest is so low that Mons. Thibault fears it not’. By 
January 1662, only Flushing and Veere of the six Zeeland towns still 
adhered to an Orangist stance, the rest all inclining to the States party side. 
Downing became uneasy over the growing co-operation between Holland 
and Zeeland, and what he called ‘a notable plot for the making of a kind 
of a new act of seclusion of the Prince of Orange’.** 

As the Anglo-Dutch negotiations in London dragged on, and Anglo- 
Dutch relations increasingly soured, De. Witt resolutely resisted Charles’s 
demands for compensation for affronts and damages in the East Indies, 
while Friesland and the Orangist camp pressed for Dutch concessions, 
hoping to secure an Anglo-Dutch treaty of friendship which would resolve 
the maritime disputes, and open the way for the Orangists to make gains in 
the domestic political arena as friends of the English connection and the 
treaty. Thus, through most of 1662, the confrontation between the rival 
politico-theological blocs in Dutch politics turned on whether or not to 
respond to English demands for compensation for damages suffered in the 
Indies.“ In April 1662, the States party-faction gained fresh ground through 
De Witt’s success in concluding a treaty of alliance with France, including 
a clause guaranteeing the Dutch fisheries in the North Sea. De Witt and 
what Downing called his ‘junto’ of leading regents—Pieter de Groot, Van 
Beverningk, of Gouda, and the Pensionary of Dordrecht (a cousin of De 
Witt’s, Govaert van Slingelandt)—began insisting that if the Dutch pleni- 
potentiaries in England could not conclude under their existing instructions, 
they should be recalled. De Witt, and his supporters, preferred heightened 
friction, even war with England, to yielding to Charles’s pressure. They were 
supported by Zeeland and Utrecht and opposed by Friesland, Gelderland, 
Overijssel, and Groningen.” fi 
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Fundamentally, it was a split between maritime and landward provinces. 
But the latter were too fragile internally, and externally, long to resist De 
Witt and the Holland leadership. While Overijssel wavered, Groningen 
lapsed yet again into chaos, major riots erupting in the city in July, in which 
the guilds, demanding ‘abatement of their taxes . . . and that the government 
shall not be monopolized into some families’; overthrew the magistracy. and 
paralysed the States.“ The city remained in uproar, until November, when 
Willem Frederik succeeded in entering with a strong force of troops and 
restoring quiet. De Witt exploited the turmoil to win the province’s vote so 
that, by August, it was just Friesland and Gelderland still adamant they 
would not break with England over maritime disputes affecting only 
Holland and Zeeland. . 

During the summer of 1662, Downing remained confident De Witt and 
his supporters would crack under continued pressure and that they were 
caught in pincers from which there was no escape. In August, he reported 
the words of a Frisian deputy that De Witt and his ‘junto’ should ‘looke 
what they do for that if a breeche should happen, they must not onely not 
expect any assistance from them, but... the contrary’.” ‘In Holland itself,’ 
Downing assured ministers in London, ‘(however Mr Dewitt carries it) there 
is nothing of inclination to breake with England, to say no more, they love 
themselves and their trade too well and know they have more reason to 
thinke of ways, and good husbandry, of paying that infinite debt which yet 
lies upon them than to contract more...’ The taxes, imposts, ‘and excises’, 
he explained, ‘are to this day as high in Holland as ever they were and yet 
their frontiers are very slightly garrison’d and yet not assur’d but in actual 
dispute with every one of their neighbours, all which they know very well’. 
This last alluded to the unresolved issue of the Overmaas, still in dispute 
with Spain, and enclaves contested by the bishop of Minster, who in 1661 
had finally mastered the city of Minster and was stepping up his quarrel 
with the Republic. 

This was all true; and yet Downing’s assessment that Holland would fold 
under English pressure was wrong. It was not easy to judge the extent of 
disunity in Holland since it was in the interest of the Orangists to play up 
their alleged weight. Downing noted, in August 1662, that ‘Haarlem and 
others said they would be no more blindely led into a difference with 
England’ but failed to explain why they had been thus far and why they had 
assisted him so little. If we scrutinize Downing’s confidants among the 
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Dutch regents, we see that he had good contacts among the Frisian 
delegation, in The Hague, and at Leeuwarden, being in regular touch with 
two leading Frisian deputies, Epo van Bootsma and Willem van Haren, but 
that (despite the alleged venality of the Holland and Zeeland regent class) 
he was largely unsuccessful in penetrating, and finding collaborators, among 
the States of Holland and Zeeland.*' The reality was that, by the summer of 
1662, Holland and Zeeland were unified behind De Witt to a degree which 
enabled him to pursue a resolute policy, step up naval armaments, and defy 
the. English king. English tactics had, in fact, undermined the Orangist 
party. As one of Downing’s Frisian confidants expressed it, in June, De Witt 
‘afferme.de jour a autre. son party en les Provinces Unies et celuy de Sa 
Majesté,-et Monsieur le Prince d’Orange, commence a decliner’.*” 

This was confirmed by the events of the autumn of 1662. The Anglo- 
Dutch treaty of alliance was finally signed, in September, but in so fraught 
an atmosphere, and after so long a delay, with so many new disputes arising 
on all sides, that it failed to provide that stable basis of friendship which the 
Orangist camp needed. Meanwhile, the States of Holland and Zeeland 
reached agreement over the stadholderate as well as ratification of the peace 
with Portugal. Earlier, Downing had reported that the ‘agreement between 
the two pensionaries [De Witt and Veth] hath been againe this assembly hott 
sett on foote and. pressed in the Estates of Zeeland but without effect, the 
townes of Flissing and Ter Vere remaining stifly against it, whereupon the 
Princesse Dowager hath written a letter of very hearty thanks to them’.* In 
September, he reported, sombrely, that despite his, and Amalia’s, efforts to 
prevent it, the two pensionaries had now succeeded, and De Witt ‘made 
report in the Assembley of the Estates of Holland that .. . neither Province 
will speake of bestowing any charge upon the Prince of Orange until he 
come to eighteen. years of age [that.is not before 1668)’. Thibault and the 
Middelburg vroedschap backed: the agreement, which was approved in 
Zeeland by four towns to two, overruling Flushing and Veere. Throughout 
the mid-1660s ‘De Witt worked harmoniously with Thibault and the domi- 
nant faction at. Middelburg and in the States of Zeeland. 

Meanwhile, the peace with Portugal again seemed on.the verge of 
collapse, with England obstructing finalization and three provinces—Zee- 
land, Groningen, and Gelderland—refusing to ratify. The impasse was 
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broken, again by the collaboration of the Pensionaries of ‘Holland: and 
Zeeland. Over the objections of Flushing, and bitter recriminations of 
Groningen and Gelderland, Holland and Zeeland agreed that (in return for 
Zeeland ceasing to oppose ratification, and co-operating over the stadhold- 
erate) a new method be adopted for sharing out the salt conceded by 
Portugal, under the peace, to compensate the WIC for its losses in Brazil, 
which especially favoured Zeeland. 

By the time the new French ambassador, Godefroy d’Estrades, arrived in 
January 1663, De Witt had pulled off a remarkable string of political and 
diplomatic successes. Besides his treaties with Portugal, France, and Eng- 
land, he had finally also settled the Overmaas dispute with Spain, unresolved 
since 1648. As late as 1658, Spain ‘had still endeavoured to retain most of 
this territory, spurred by the religious orders in the south Netherlands which 
were concerned for the numerous monasteries and ecclesiastical lands in the 
area. But, after the peace of the Pyrenees, Spain changed tack on this too, 
putting improved relations with the Republic above other considerations. 
Under the Dutch-Spanish partition agreement of December 1661, the 
territory was divided half and half, assigning the towns of Valkenburg, 
Heerlen, and Dalhem to the Dutch. 

D’Estrades was much struck by De Witt’s dexterity and the apparent 
eclipse of the House of Orange. ‘Je vois bien 4 présent’, he reported; in 
February, ‘que c’est une Maison enti¢rement détruite,. et qu'il ne faut pas 
songer 4 prendre d’autres mesures qu’avec Messieurs les Etats, c’est a dire 
avec Monsieur de Witt.’5’ 


IDEOLOGICAL CONFLICT IN THE EARLY 16608 


Another consequence of the Orangist revival of 1660-1 was a recrudescence 
of ideological warfare which permeated politics, society; and culture, gener- 
ating the most extensive and important debate of the Golden Age about the 
nature of the Dutch state, hereditary power, and republics. By the early 
1660s over a decade had elapsed since the demise of William II; the ‘True 
Freedom’ had had ‘a chance to establish itself, and its legitimacy, in the 
public mind. Yet, as the Orangist upsurge of 1660-1 showed, the people’s 
‘yearning for an ‘eminent head’, descended from the Father of the Father- 
land, who would preside over State and Church, was as deeply rooted as 
ever. At the same time, republican ideas were gaining ground among 
segments of the professional and intellectual élites in the United Provinces, 
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as in England. One sign of this was a heightened interest.in the works of the 
great Florentine political thinker Machiavelli, a new Dutch edition of whose 
writtings appeared in. 1652. 

The feverish ideological battle of the early 1660s drew its impetus partly 
from the political context, the improved prospects for the House of Orange, 
after the English Restoration, followed by the renewed slump in Orangist 
fortunes, with the resurgence of Anglo-Dutch tension; but it was shaped also 
by’ a wider, cultural stasis resulting from the bitter philosophical and 
theological debates of the 1650s. The Orangist revival demonstrated 
the continued ascendancy of older traditions over the popular mind; the 
obvious response was to combat Orangism by seeking: to undermine 
the people’s reverence for figure-heads, hereditary power, and the authority 
of the Reformed Church. But this, in turn, provoked a furious theologico- 
political reaction on the part of Orangists and Calvinists, of a sort to make 
the sceptical onlooker wonder whether this was an argument the States 
party-faction could realistically hope to win. Aitzema, ever sceptical about 
De Witt’s ‘True. Freedom’, and impressed by the Restoration in England, 
declared in the sixth volume of his great history—a volume published in 
1661—that: the Dutch were not suited’ to dwell in a republic, having no 
previous experience of such a thing: in Rome, Venice, Genoa, and Switzer- 
land, he argued, republics had flourished because republican forms and 
ideas had deep roots. The English Commonwealth, by contrast, had soon 
collapsed, lacking roots in the English past, while the Dutch were simply 
unwilling to be governed by those whom they did not regard as their social 
superiors. They needed, and wished, to be ruled by an ‘eminent head’ whom 
they revered. 

The two most noticed publicists on the republican side were the Leiden 
textile manufacturer Pieter de la Court (1618-85) and his-friend, The Hague 
lawyer Johan Uytenhage de Mist. The latter, second to none in assailing the 
House of Orange, not least in his Stadhouderlijke regeeringe in Hollandt 
(1662), which held that William the Silent was neither the founder, nor 
protector, of ‘Dutch freedom’,” was otherwise a routine publicist. But De 
la Court was a writer of international significance whose ideas touched every 
aspect of contemporary political, economic, and cultural life. He provoked 
an unprecedented furore throughout the United Provinces with his 272-page 
Interest van Hollandt, published at Amsterdam in 1662, arguing that 
Holland was, and would always be, better off without a Stadholder. The text 
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had been shown to De Witt before publication and the Pensionary had 
personally helped revise it,“ toning it down in places, but broadly agreeing 
with its political philosophy that republics are intrinsically superior to, as 
well as more trustworthy than, monarchies; that kings and captains-general, 
wielding greater influence when their countries are at war, keep the whole 
world in perpetual conflict; and that the courtiers, favourites, nobles, and 
soldiers who surround rulers necessarily subsist off the productive activity 
of ordinary.folk. De la Court’s remarks about the stadholderate incensed 
much of the public and provoked a flurry of publications, most notably Jean 
de Parival’s Le Vray Intérét de la Hollande, published in Dutch and French 
editions, both in. 1662. 

‘More significant, from a theoretical standpoint, however, were the Political 
Discourses (1662), a reworking by De la Court of a text by his brother 
Johan, written in a direct, straightforward Dutch, addressed to a broad 
public, expounding a republicanism deeply influenced by the writings 
of Machiavelli and Boccalini.* In De la Court’s eyes all monarchy and 
quasi-monarchy harms the true interests of the citizen, for any element of 
hereditary power subordinates freedom and the public good to dynastic 
concerns. Thus, republics have citizens, monarchies subjects—for De la 
Court an absolute distinction. Finally, he asserted that if ‘freedom’ and the 
public good were to prosper, it was necessary to curb the influence of the 
established Church in the public domain outside its proper sphere. 

Not surprisingly, the public Church hastened to show its disapproval. 
Censured by the Leiden consistory, for attacking Reformed preachers as 
power-seekers, and enemies of freedom both individual and public, De la 
Court found himself debarred from the Lord’s supper and under pressure. 
Through his regent friend De Groot, Grotius’ son, he appealed to De Witt. 
But Holland’s Pensionary, eager though he was to promote republican ideas 
in Dutch life and, by degrees, to widen the scope of intellectual (if not 
political) freedom, took care not to. associate his person, or the States, with 
De la Court’s full-frontal attack on the House of Orange and authority of 
the Church. De Witt’s strategy, rather, was to stand by the Church, 
outwardly, while seeking to promote its liberal Cocceian-Cartesian wing 
within. 

The battle over De la Court’s books proved but a prelude to a wider 
controversy over the form of the State, and place of the Church, which 
erupted the following year. Since the subsiding of the sabbath observance 
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controversy, the struggle between the opposing wings of the Church had 
lapsed into a quieter smouldering phase which left much unresolved. But 
one type of disparity the States of Holland decided not to tolerate—disarray 
in public prayers for the secular authority. In early modern societies prayers 
for the government were an important aspect of political, and popular, 
culture and the United Provinces, in this respect, were no exception. The 
problem was that, despite. the lack of a Stadholder, Voetian preachers still 
included prayers for the Prince of Orange and doctored those for the States 
of Holland, in ways which did not please the States party-faction.“ To 
achieve uniformity in this weighty matter, a States of Holland committee 
drew up an approved formulary for use by the Church throughout the 
province. This formulary was then sent to the town councils, in March 1663, 
with instructions to require the consistories to ensure obedience and 
uniform practice. Claiming that many preachers recited public prayers ‘as 
if the States General were the lawful, supreme government over this 
province .... such as might give the impression to simple, uneducated, and 
unsophisticated people that the ridderschap and towns of Holland are not 
the unquestioned sovereign and (next to God) only supreme authority in 
this our province’,® the States laid down that henceforth the prayer for the 
States of Holland, ‘our lawful, supreme government’, must always be. recited 
first among prayers for the public authorities. Next was to come that for the 
well-being of the States of the other provinces, Holland’s partners in the 
Union, and only third that for the States General.” Public prayers were to 
conclude with a prayer for the magistracy of the town where one dwelt (or, 
if in a village, the drost or baljuw) with no prayer for the Prince, or House, 
of Orange. 

In Holland, scarcely any preachers protested openly, from the pulpit, 
knowing they faced immediate dismissal if they defied the States before their 
congregations. De la Court noted the sullenness with which those at Leiden 
complied.* But there was much complaint in the consistories, the preachers 
at Amsterdam and Haarlem maintaining the new formulary conflicted with 
the Acts of the National Synod of 1619. At Leiden, the preachers appealed 
to the vroedschap, distinguishing, deferentially, between the ‘political’ as- 
pects of the matter, which they conceded were not their business, and the 
manner in which the States had proceeded, insisting this should have been 
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through the synods and in consultation with them. They also rejected the 
implication in the circular that preachers of the public Church had. deliber- 
ately fomented ‘serious discrepancies.in prayers for the supreme and 
secondary authorities’, in order to spread ‘among the people’ the miscon- 
ception that the States General were the supreme government in Holland 
which, they commented, was an allegation frequently heard from dissenters 
outside the Church.” It appeared, they complained, the States wished to 
render them. ‘suspect’ in the eyes of the people.. 

It was chiefly in the lesser provinces that the furore erupted in the public 
domain. The Frisian States denounced Holland’s formulary as incompatible 
with authority of the States General, claiming it contradicted over eighty 
years of usage in the churches of the United Provinces, the Acts of the 
National Synod of 1619, confirmed by the Great Assembly. as the. founda- 
tion of the public Church, and also the States Bible. Friesland denied 
sovereignty resided in the provinces alone, recalling that the States of 
Holland themselves had drafted the resolution, of 25 March 1621, answering 
Chancellor Peckius with the formula that ‘supremacy and sovereignty in the 
United Netherlands reside incontestably in the States General and the States 
of the separate provinces’.” The States General were the ‘highest and 
sovereign authority over all the United Provinces’, insisted the States of 
Friesland, demanding. that Holland rescind her formulary and restore 
precedence to the Generality in the prayers for the regime. They instructed 
their deputies, at The Hague, to concert with other provincial delegations 
to put pressure on Holland. 

The Frisians stirred the other provinces, prompting De Witt and the 
Holland Gecommitteerde Raden to intervene to prevent resolutions condemn- 
ing Holland’s formulary. De Witt wrote to Zeeland’s Pensionary, presu- 
ming that Zeeland would not dispute that the States of Holland were 
sovereign in their province as the other provincial States were in theirs, flatly 
rejecting Friesland’s argument that sovereignty lay partly in the States 
General, and denying any formulary was to be found in the: Acts of the 
Synod of Dordrecht.” Flushing and Veere: sought to align Zeeland with 
Friesland; but the other Zeeland towns hesitated. They too had always 
resisted the argument that sovereignty lay solely in the provincial States and 
did so now, but shrank from antagonizing Holland at this juncture. In 
Middelburg, most preachers sided with the Veth faction, which reportedly 
had nine votes in the vroedschap, while the Thibault faction, with fifteen 
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votes, stood closer to De Witt.” But in the end, neither grouping supported 
Flushing and Veere. Rather, the States of Zeeland prevaricated, opposing 
Friesland’s view that there.was an established formulary which Holland had 
violated, but simultaneously holding that the ‘several sovereign provinces, 
through their close confederacy, are so closely bound together that they 
have, thereby, composed themselves as if they were one body, one state, one 
government, and one republic; without, however, abdicating from their right 
of sovereignty’, the partial sovereignty of the States General being evident 
from the fact that the ‘noblest and most essential parts of sovereignty’ had 
been assigned to the Generality.” Thus, Zeeland agreed with Friesland that 
sovereignty lay partly. in the States General and partly in the individual 
provinces. Middelburg, Zierikzee, Tholen, and Goes were content to leave 
it there ‘and not bother the gentlemen of Holland with it any further’, much 
to the disgruntlement of most of the Zeeland public, preachers, and regents 
of Flushing and Veere. 

The controversy, avidly followed by the public, dragged: on in the States 
General, provincial assemblies, town councils, consistories, and in the case 
of Gelderland, which in September joined Friesland in condemning Hol- 
land’s formulary, in the quarter assemblies. De Witt tirelessly asserted that 
the provinces were sovereign—except in the Generality Lands, where the 
States General were sovereign. His stance was reinforced by the timely 
publication of.a hefty three-volume work, the Public Gebedt (Amsterdam 
1663-4) by his namesake and fervently anti-Orangist cousin, Johan de Wit 
(1618-76)... This. work too was personally vetted by the Pensionary and 
used every conceivable argument to demonstrate that sovereignty, in 
Holland, resided in the States of Holland, ‘that is, in the ridderschap arid 
towns, with the regents of the towns collectively represented by the States 
of Holland’. De Wit held that the ‘aristocratic republic’, such as ‘Holland’, 
was the most excellent form of state and had been chosen by God himself 
‘for his people, the children of Israel’, and cited Tacitus’ maxim that 
prayers for any but the sovereign .power,’in public ceremonies, weaken the 
state itself. De la Court was especially pleased with the second volume, 
published in November, believing that the public, through reading it, would 
‘more and more esteem the conduct of their lawful government and detest 
the harsh dominance, and tyranny, sought by the other provinces, over 
Holland’.’5 
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At the height of the controversy, during 1663, Uytenhage de Mist 
published several more uncompromisingly republican books. He too cited 
Roman political wisdom and Tacitus, urging the need, if ‘freedom’ is to be 
maintained, for subordination of the public Church to the secular author- 
ities. The essential ‘interest’ of the Republic, argued Uytenhage de Mist,. was 
to remain at peace, administer justice well, tend the public finances respon+ 
sibly, allow its citizens to become wealthy, and, above all, ensure ‘freedom 
of life and conscience, and, especially, of religion’.” One of his main reasons 
for urging that Holland’s interests were better served by not having a 
Stadholder was that it was chiefly through the stadholderate that the 
influence of the public Church over society would expand: ‘where now’, he 
taunted, ‘are those zealous preachers who, in 1650, did not scruple to 
denounce the States of Holland from the pulpit?’?”—a reminder that, under 
William IJ, the preachers had been both bolder and more influential. 

The most erudite work claiming a wider role for the public Church, 
published in 1663, was the first volume of Voetius’ magnuan opus, his Politica 
Ecclesiastica (4 vols., 1663-76). This resoundingly rejected the Erastianism 
of the States party, defending the autonomy, and broad responsibilities, of 
the public Church,” however in Latin. But there was no lack of Dutch- 
language, popular Voetian literature, streaming from the presses in reply to 
De Witt, De Wit, De la Court, and Uytenhage de Mist. One of the most 
hard-hitting was the ‘Resurrected Barneveld’, a tract written by someone 
close to Voetius, or possibly Voetius himself, which vitriolically attacked the 
principles of Grotius, ‘maxims pernicious for the land and contrary to the 
Union’, accounting the doctrine of provincial sovereignty a device to reduce 
the six lesser provinces to being dependent ‘planets’ revolving around the 
‘sun of Holland’. This tract denounced the new prayer formulary as a 
violation of the States General resolutions of 1618, and 1651, holding that 
the public Church, in so far as it was the concern of the secular authorities, 
was a matter for the Generality,” and, once again, reminded readers that it 
was the States of Holland themselves who had drafted the States General’s 
answer to Peckius, asserting that sovereignty in the United Provinces 
‘unquestionably lay in the States General and those of the particular 
provinces’. Such vigorous propaganda led to Voetius, and what opponents 
called his ‘Reformed Jesuits’, being accused of aspiring to. subject regents 
and populace to the sway of the Church, and subvert the authority of the 
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States. As part of their campaign they were alleged ‘to be insidiously 
inculcating in the minds of the young, and ignorant, the notion that 
Oldenbamevelt was a ‘traitor, rascal, and enemy of the land, and of religion, 
who was justly sentenced and executed’.” 

At this point Voetians had little choice but to’ defend the execution of 
Oldenbarnevelt for the episode was now, more than ever, a favourite theme 
of States party publicity. Vondel’s Palamedes (see p. 488 above), suppressed 
between 1625, and 1650, having been reprinted in 1652, was reissued in 
1660, 1662, and 1663. Its first stage performances took place, amid intense 
controversy, at Rotterdam in 1663 and at Amsterdam in February 1665. 
Inevitably, with Rotterdam and Amsterdam resounding to Palamedes, an 
Orangist theatrical counter-thrust followed. This took the form of the 
tragedy Wilhem, of gequetste vryheyt (1662) by Lambert van den Bosch, the 
vehemently anti-Catholic co-rector of the Dordrecht Latin school. His play 
glorified William the Silent, reminding the public how much Dutch ‘free- 
dom’ owed to him, and the House of Orange, and endeavouring to boost 
reverence for the stadholderate.*' It was amid this feverish atmosphere that 
Vondel wrote his last political play, The Batavian Brothers, or Suppressed 
Freedom (1663). Here Vondel celebrated the Batavian revolt against Roman 
oppression in a way which enabled him, by power of association and 
allusion, to defend the. “True Freedom’ against Orangism. He styles the 
Roman governor whose cruelty, corruption, and extortion precipitated the 
revolt a ‘Stadholder’, whose power was based on control of the army, and 
whose illegal actions were encouraged by self-seeking favourites. As 
‘Vondel’s anti-Orangism was directed chiefly against Maurits and William II, 
the stress on illegal conduct was also a way of steering popular disapproval 
especially towards these two Stadholders. 

The ideological strife between the party-factions culminated in 1663. But 
whilst the Orangists remained weak politically, they could not effectively 
attack the ‘True Freedom’. As De la Court tersely remarked, ‘vana sine 
viribus ira’.*3 Moreover, as the months passed, the States of Friesland met 
with less and less success in their efforts to mobilize opposition to Holland’s 
ascendancy among the other provinces. For besides the recrudescent English 
menace, there was the rising tension in the Dutch-German borderlands 
stemming from the growing power and aspirations of Christoph Bernhard, 
prince-bishop of Minster. Both overseas, and down its eastern side, the 
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Republic faced an'insecure, and uncertain, future and, with every month 
that passed, it became more obvious that the only way these challenges 
could be met. was by accepting Holland’s leadership. At their gathering in 
July 1663, the States of Gelderland had already shown alarm at the 
aggressive, militantly Catholic policies of Miinster. Having mastered the city 
of Minster, and amassed one of the strongest armies in Germany; the 
prince-bishop was now being courted by the kings of England and France. 
Gelderland and Overijssel may have claimed to be sovereign provinces but 
they also knew they were helpless in the face of Munsterite power and 
pretensions without the protective umbrella provided by Holland. Christoph 
Bernhard formally demanded: the return of Borculo in February 1664. 
‘Those of Gelderland’, reported Downing, ‘say they. will hazard all rather 
than they will part with it, it being upon their frontiers.and an exceeding 
strong place.’ ‘But yet,’ he noted, ‘Holland seems to be somewhat indifferent 
in the matter, hopeing thereby to force Gelder to comply with them in the 
businesse of the new prayer, and to revoke their resolution against it.’*4 It 
soon became clear that Holland’s protection mattered more to Gelderland 
than pursuing the controversy about public prayers, a subject on which the 
States of Gelderland suddenly fell remarkably quiet. 


THE SECOND ANGLO-DUTCH WAR, 1664-1667 


The Second Anglo-Dutch War commenced, officially, in March 1665 but, 
in reality, early in 1664. Ever since England had made peace with Spain, in 
1660, and resumed peacetime maritime expansion, tension between the rival 
English and Dutch empires of trade had been acute. The friction was 
world-wide, but especially intense in West Africa, the Caribbean, and the 
East Indies, a global confrontation, snarling and acrimonious, that had 
seemed likely to lead to a new war ever since 1661, and the coolness 
following the ‘Dutch Gift’. It was one of those wars everyone had expected, 
and prepared for, over many years. By 1664, English harassment of Dutch 
shipping, and colonies, had reached such a pitch that there was an all but 
inevitable slide into conflict. By the time Charles II declared war officially, 
some 200 Dutch ships had already been brought in and several Dutch 
colonies overrun, including New Netherland, the previous autumn, the 
name of its chief town, New Amsterdam, being changed to New York. The 
mood in England, and the English colonies, was vehemently anti-Dutch. 
Samuel Pepys did not exaggerate when he wrote, in 1664, that both the royal 
court and city of London, expecting big gains, were ‘mad for.a Dutch war’. 
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“As:in 1652-4, other European powers (except Portugal and Minster), 
needed little-convincing that the Republic was in the right, but observed that 
England had.:the. might and: nearly all the strategic advantages.*5 The 
Republic,--spurred by Holland, had continuously striven, since 1653, to 
strengthen and expand its navy and. naval administration, placing the 
admiralty colleges, and their shipyards, arsenals, and stores, in a readier 
state.*° The Dutch now had a much larger standing navy than before, with 
more professional naval officers, more. and better purpose-built warships, 
and heavier guns. Yet the English too had poured in resources, to prevent 
the. Dutch closing the .gap, and, on the whole, retained their advantage, 
especially in weight of guns. In April 1665, the Royal Navy possessed eight 
‘first rates’, mounting over seventy. guns, as against only four on the Dutch 
side.*’ 

The Holland regents had considerably improved their navy. But what they 
could not do was purge it of ideological tensions, any more than they could 
the Republic as a whole. These threatened to-be as chronic as during the 
first war. When the captain of the Gouda (56 guns) ran up the States flag at 
the commencement of the first battle in the North Sea, his men refused to 
fight until he replaced it with the Prince’s colours. After the initia] defeats, 
bickering intensified as republican admirals sought to pin the blame on 
Cornelis Tromp and Jan Evertsen, their Orangist colleagues.® Relations 
between De Ruyter and Tromp became exceedingly strained. Reports that 
the latter had ‘underhand, stirred up divers to talke...that they should 
have some illustrious person for their chief, and so bring in the Prince of 
Orange’ almost. led to Tromp’s arrest in June 1665. Eventually, in the 
midst of the war, in August 1666, he had to be dismissed from the navy, for 
insubordination, though a.capable commander and popular with the men.” 
He remained in disgrace as long as the republican regime lasted, only 
re-entering naval service after William III reconciled him to De Ruyter, in 
1673. The younger Tromp relished being painted as much as any of. his 
colleagues and sat for numerous artists including Caspar Netscher and 
Samuel van Hoogstraeten. But here too ideology intruded. In one painting, 
Abraham Willaerts (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam) depicts him in Roman 
costume, sporting a blazing orange cape. 
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Most foreign observers took it for granted the Republic was the weaker 
party and, being representatives of monarchs, and disdainful of republics, 
assumed that its decentralized, consultative structure would fatally hamper 
its effectiveness. If republican regents deemed republics superior to:mon- 
archies, the typical European diplomat of the. time believed otherwise, 
particularly as regards power and military capacity. And compared to 
Venice, or Genoa, the Dutch Republic appeared doubly hindered by’ ‘its 
three-tiered structure. Downing predicted, before war broke out, that if the 
king remained unyielding, the Dutch would capitulate without a fight; and 
that, if they fought, they would be hopelessly divided and rapidly defeated. 

Downing adduced numerous arguments to support his assessment.” He 
noted that De Witt’s collaboration with Amsterdam had slackened since the 
death of Cornelis de Graeff, in 1664, and that, even in Holland, ‘every towne 
[is] jealous of the other, and nothing more easy then, by complying with one, 
to draw them from the other’. Since 1660, the number of Orangist towns in 
Holland—now comprising Leiden, Haarlem, Rotterdam, Enkhuizen, Gor- 
cum, Schoonhoven, and Purmerend—had appreciably increased. But most 
crucial of all, he urged, was the system of provincial government, the 
weakness of the inland provinces, and their lack of interest in fighting 
England. Downing assured his masters that each province was sovereign 
and that the inland provinces would contribute neither financially, nor in 
other ways, to the war. Finally, he stressed that the populace were already 
saddled with heavy taxation and the Generality, and States of Holland, with 
huge debts. 

The opening great battle, off Lowestoft, in June 1665, seemed amply to 
confirm the predictions of English superiority and justify the confidence of 
English merchants and colonial governors. The Dutch sent out the most 
powerful fleet they had ever assembled: 103 ships, mounting 21,613 men—a 
number equivalent to about one-third of the total manpower on the Dutch 
merchant and fishing fleets—and 4,869 guns.” But the Dutch capital ships 
could not match the fire-power of the English three-deckers. Seventeen 
Dutch warships were sunk or captured. Obdam’s flagship, the Eendracht (84 
guns; 500 men), blew up with the loss of the admiral and all but five of the 
crew, the blast reportedly being heard as far away as The Hague. 

Morale slumped in the navy, on the Amsterdam Exchange (see Table 39), 
and throughout the Republic. By the 1660s merchants and regents, as well 
as foreign diplomats, had become accustomed to view movements in share 
prices, on the Amsterdam stock exchange, especially shares in the Amster- 
dam Chamber of the VOC, as a pointer to confidence in the prospects of 
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the Republic as a whole, as well as of the great colonial companies. At the 
beginning of 1664, VOC shares remained high, at 498 per cent, reflecting the 
prosperity, and political stability, of the early 1660s. The WIC share price 
had recovered somewhat from its disastrous: slump in the late 1640s and 
1650s. During the spring ef 1664, however,:as the two maritime powers 
moved towards war, there were sharp falls in share prices, leading to 
bankruptcies and huge losses.*? There was a temporary rally in the WIC 
share price in the autumn, following De Ruyter’s success in West Africa, 
when he recaptured the forts the English seized from the Dutch the previous 
year. ‘Knowing men’ bought WIC shares after De Ruyter’s triumph but did 
not tarry long before selling them again. 

During the spring of 1665, VOC and WIC share prices resumed their fall. 
After Lowestoft, business confidence slumped, the VOC share price falling 
from 336 to 322, one of the lowest points recorded for the second half of 
the seventeenth century. Yet, before long, both general morale, and business 
confidence, rallied. This had mainly to do with the Republic’s naval 
build-up, much of which had not yet been brought to bear in the opening 
battle. Seeing that most of the fleet that fought survived intact ‘and that the 
great ships now building at Rotterdam, and the three great ones lately 
launched at. Amsterdam, will be very suddainly ready to joine with them, 
and the hopes that their fleet will be suddainly againe at sea, hath already 
raised the East India actions againe from 336 to 348’.% To find enough 
seamen, the admiralty college at Amsterdam raised naval wages to the 
unheard-of level of 30 guilders monthly. Late in the summer morale rose 
further on: the:news that the returning East India fleet, sailing north, around 
the top of Ireland and Scotland, had eluded the English fleet and reached 
the relative safety of the Norwegian harbour of Bergen. VOC shares rose to 
395.9 

“The war began in defeat and amid much gloom. Yet the internal disarray 
and lack of cohesion. predicted by Downing failed to materialize. It was 
perfectly true, as he insisted, that the inland provinces had no direct interest 
in fighting England. But the United Provinces were, after all, not a league 
of ‘seven sovereign allies’, and the Generality, prodded incessantly by 
Holland, furnished men, and resources,:in proportion to population, at 
much higher, not:lower, levels than was at that time possible in monarchies 
such as England, France,.or Spain.” 
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Admittedly, the co-operation of Gelderland, Overijssel, and Groningen— 
though not of Utrecht and Friesland—can ‘be partly explained by the threat 
posed by the prince-bishop of Miinster. But Minster was. not a new, or 
unexpected, element in the situation but a long-term factor, shaping the 
reality of the Dutch Republic. The eastern provinces knew now-—but had 
long known—that no one else was going to protect them from the 
quarrelsome and militantly Counter-Reformationary prince-bishopric or 
any other powerful eastern neighbour, if Holland did not, and that Holland 
would shield them only if they gave co-operation in return. 

De Witt and the States General had sought to dissuade the prince-bishop 
from joining England by means of a show of strength in the east. Early in 
1664, Christoph Bernhard had expelled the Dutch from a fort in the Ems 
valley, the Dijlerschans, garrisoned on behalf of the count of East Friesland. 
In. May 1664, Dutch troops, under the Frisian Stadholder, penetrated the 
Minsterland and recaptured the fort. But the prince-bishop was unim+ 
pressed, and with reason. For the Holland regents had run the Generality’s 
army down not only quantitatively, but qualitatively, to such an extent it 
no longer represented a credible deterrent. In September, Von Galen 
officially demanded restitution of Borculo-Lichtenvoorde; receiving no 
satisfactory answer, he declared war. Next, backed by English subsidies, he 
invaded Gelderland and Overijssel with 20,000 men. 

The Dutch army in the east, commanded by the now elderly Johan 
Maurits of Nassau-Siegen, retreated in disarray behind the [Jssel line. 
Munsterite troops occupied Oldenzaal, Almelo, and much of the Twenthe 
quarter and, further south, also Bredevoort, Doetinchem, and much of the 
Achterhoek of Gelderland. The failure of the army to. protect the eastern 
provinces damaged the Holland States party’s standing, provoking a fresh 
controversy over who should command the army and how it should be 
organized. Much of the criticism adhered to De Witt’s brother who, as one 
of the States General’s ‘deputies in the field’, had authorized the pull-back 
to the IJssel. 

After this the prince-bishop overran Drenthe, or as the indignant Spinoza 
put it ‘foolishly entered Frisia, as Aesop’s goat entered the well’:*’ Panic 
gripped large parts of the Republic, not least Groningen which now came 
under threat. It took the arrival of a French auxiliary force, in November, 
to stabilize the front, and evaporation of English subsidies, to force: the 
Munsterites into the undignified withdrawal which Spinoza had assured his 
correspondent in London would follow. 
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But while the Munsterite threat explains the increased propensity of 
Overijssel, Gelderland, and Groningen to co-operate with Holland, it does 
not account for the wider, popular support for the De Witt regime during 
the war, the weakness of the surge in Orangist support in 1665-6, compared 
to that during the First Anglo-Dutch War, or the solidarity of Friesland. 
The States of Friesland had long known that war.with England would harm 
the Orangist cause in the Republic. In October 1664, Friesland had pressed 
for more concessions to England to restore ‘peace and friendship’.* But 
before long Friesland too was caught up in the wave of patriotic sentiment 
stirring the Republic. Some of the States of Friesland opposed payment of 
Friesland’s share of the cost of the De Ruyter expedition to West Africa, on 
the grounds that the forts there had nothing to do with Friesland. But the 
majority took the view that the English: attacks in Guinea were aggression 
against ‘our common dear Fatherland’ and the ‘entire state of the United 
Netherlands’, and that Friesland should pay her share.” 

Generality military, and naval, expenditure rose, in 1665, to some two and 
half times the level of 1664. Friesland’s 11.6 per cent quota—the second 
largest after Holland’s—totalled over 3 million guilders that year, compel- 
ling the States to raise special loans. The bulk of what Friesland raised was 
then spent on the navy. The admiralty college at Harlingen, two-thirds of 
its money coming from Friesland, and one-third from Groningen, fitted out 
fourteen warships, mounting 3,115 men and 700 guns, in June 1665, 
representing about one-seventh of the manpower, and guns, which fought 
on the Dutch side at Lowestoft. By the summer of 1666, the Frisian- 
Groningen contingent of the Dutch navy had increased to twenty-eight 
ships, mounting 5,000 men and 1,100 guns.‘ The conduct of the Frisian 
States reflected the mood of the Frisian public. 

The crucial factor in the Republic’s surviving the setbacks of 1664-6, 
without caving in, and finally emerging triumphant, was indeed the attitude 
of the populace. The French ambassador saw the importance of this early 
on, writing, in January 1665, that ‘les peuples sont fort animez, et accordent 
pour cette guerre tout ce qu’on leur demande’.'™ The result was that leading 
Orangist and pro-English figures, such as the Frisian deputy Willem van 
Haren, a‘member of the Raad van State, and one of Downing’s closest allies 
in the Republic, found themselves out of step with sentiment in their 
provinces and the Generality. The war reduced the influence of the Orangist 
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nobility in Friesland, strengthening the so-called Aylva faction of grietman- 
nen and nobles, dominated by the Aylva and Grovestins families, who were 
also broadly the pro-Holland party in Friesland. Willem Frederik died in 
1664 and although his supporters were still influential and his widow, the 
Countess Albertina Agnes, as regent for their young son, Hendrik Casimir 
II (1664-96), anxious to defend the interest of the Frisian stadholderate, for 
the moment, the anti-Holland party had no alternative but to adopt a low 
profile. 

A particularly thorny matter, not only for De Witt and the Orangists, but 
also the English court, was the role of the young Prince of Orange. De Witt 
was anxious to minimize any upsurge of sentiment in favour of the House 
of Orange. Orangists had no wish to support De Witt; but neither could 
they afford to dissociate themselves from the war. The very strength of 
popular support for the war made it imperative, from their point of view, 
to detach the Prince from Charles IJ rather than the war effort. The 
awkwardness of the situation was clear to all when it was proposed, in April 
1665, that the 15-year-old Prince should visit the fleet at Texel. Republican 
regents, we learn, ‘doe not shew any satisfaction or good liking of his 
goeing; on the other hand, no doubt, if he should goe, he would be put upon 
drinking the prosperity of the fleet, and such kind of things as his Majesty 
would have no great excuse to be oversatisfied with’.'” But expedients were 
devised which satisfied De Witt and the Orangists while simultaneously 
providing scope for de-emphasizing the Prince’s English links in favour of 
the Brandenburg connection. In May 1666, there were great festivities 
aboard the fleet, at Texel, when the Prince visited De Ruyter’s flagship 
accompanied by the Elector of Brandenburg, in person, as well as the duke 
of Holstein and other German princes.'? For once, full-strength beer was 
dispensed to men, which doubtless enhanced the cheering. 

Gradually, during 1666, the strategic situation of the Republic improved. 
French intervention, and the drying up of English subsidies, forced the 
prince-bishop into a humiliating withdrawal. States General negotiators, 
headed by Van Beverningk, in April 1666, concluded the peace of Cleves 
with Christoph Bernhard, whereby he abandoned the places he had occu- 
pied and his claims on Borculo. All neutral commercial centres—Hamburg, 
Liibeck, Venice, Livorno, Genoa, and Cadiz—apart only from Lisbon, 
remained strongly pro-Dutch. Denmark-Norway, instead of siding with 
England, as Charles II had hoped, again allied with the United Provinces, 
helping to repulse the English from Bergen, and closing the Sound to 
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English shipping. The Dutch auxiliary force sent to Danish waters ensured 
that England could not force the Sound. During 1666, not a single English 
vessel passed in, or out of, the Baltic.'* In the East Indies, the VOC again 
swept the English from the seas and captured several English forts. In the 
Mediterranean, both sides paralysed the trade and shipping of the other—to 
the temporary advantage of Genoa and the French. In northern waters, the 
Dutch privateers, more numerous and better organized than in 1652-4, 
began capturing English vessels at an appreciable rate.'°5 Altogether, around 
500 English merchant vessels were captured, including the twenty-seven 
taken by De Ruyter off West Africa, and in the Caribbean. A significant 
number of captured English ships were auctioned off in Spain, twenty-eight 
at Corunna alone. 

For a time, shutting down England’s trade had no great effect on the 
English naval effort. The vast sea battles, portrayed in a series of masterly 
paintings by Willem van de Velde, continued to be bitterly fought. The 
Dutch, under De Ruyter, had the edge in flair and deployment, but the 
English still in weight of guns. The Dutch marginally triumphed in the ‘Four 
Days’ Battle, of June 1666, but again were defeated, with heavy losses, in 
the St James’s Day Fight (4 August 1666). Soon after, the Dutch suffered a 
major disaster when the English admiral, Holmes, penetrated between the 
North Holland islands and burnt 150 merchantmen sheltering behind 
Terschelling. But whilst the Dutch had the money, munitions, and stores to 
keep on fitting out their fleets, Charles II and Parliament were unable to 
keep it up. The cost was tremendous and English maritime commerce 
almost completely paralysed. Loss of trade and ships, shortages of stores, 
and the impact of the Great Plague and Fire of London all contributed to 
undermining the war effort. The mood was not improved by the lack of coal 
to heat London over the winter of 1666-7, the colliers being kept away by 
the Dutch navy and privateers. Psychologically, the Dutch had already won 
by the end of 1666.'% It remained only to use the initiative now in their 
hands. 

During 1667, the Dutch blockaded the south-east of England, as far north 
as Harwich. In June, De Ruyter carried out his famous raid up the Medway, 
breaking the defences, penetrating to Upnor Castle, burning installations 
and five Royal ‘Navy vessels, and towing away the Royal Charles, the 
English flagship. The Republic erupted in jubilation, ringing of church bells, 
victory bonfires, and the burning of King Charles in effigy. The tide turned 
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also in the Caribbean. In 1665, it had seemed that the English governors in 
the New World were about to ‘root the Dutch out of all places in the West 
Indies’. Before long, New Netherland, St Eustatius, Saba, Essequebo, and 
Pomeroon had fallen and the king was ‘full of hope shortly to hear of the 
like success against Curacao’.’” In contrast to his success in West Africa, 
De Ruyter’s expedition to the Caribbean achieved nothing. But Curacao 
held and eventually the Dutch recovered Essequebo and Pomeroon. In 1667; 
a Zeeland expedition of seven ships, and 1,000 men, seized the English fort 
at Paramaribo and, with it, the whole of the potentially sugar-rich colony 
of Surinam. The WIC also reoccupied Tobago. 

Peace was signed at Breda in July 1667. Under the terms, England kept 
New York, but returned St Eustatius and Saba, ceded Surinam and the 
former English West African base of Cormantine, now ‘Fort Amsterdam’, 
surrendered her long-standing claim to Pola Run in the Banda Islands, 
conceded the principle of ‘Free Ship, Free Goods’, and agreed to modify the 
Navigation Act to allow Germany to be defined as part of the Republic’s 
natural hinterland.“ 

The peace of Breda was a triumph for the Republic, the Holland States 
party-faction, De Ruyter and the navy, and the brothers De Witt personally. 
Cornelis de Witt, humiliated in 1665, at the [Jssel,.was now honoured by 
having an allegorical victory painting, depicting him as the States General’s 
deputy to the fleet, presiding over the raid (see PLATE 22) on the Medway, 
and being crowned with a laurel wreath, hung in Dordrecht town hall. The 
navy, and not least De Ruyter, were féted. One of the victory allegories 
painted at the time, today in the Rijksmuseum, shows De Ruyter and the 
other admirals symbolically bringing the fisheries back to life, hauling in a 
net full of herring. 

By contrast, for Orangists the war ended in embarrassment and humilia- 
tion. In the early stages the young Prince, and the Princess Dowager, had 
steered immaculately between the Scylla of appearing to be tools of De Witt, 
on the one side, and the Charybdis of appearing half-hearted about the 
war, on the other. During the Munsterite invasion, when attention had 
focused on the deplorable state of the army, and the weakness of the Republic’s 
defences in the east, there had even been some scope for advancing the 
Prince’s cause. The general clamour for an illustrious personage to take 
command of the army was hard to resist. But the Prince was still only 16 
and the States party argued that military experience was more vital than 
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glorious forebears. To deflect attention from the Prince, the names of two 
famous foreign generals who might be approached—Marshal Turenne. and 
the Swedish general Wrangel—were proposed.'® The republican notion had 
arisen among the States party-faction, in the 1650s, that the way to solve 
the question of the command of the Republic’s army was to find a foreign 
general with great military prestige but who could pose no- political threat 
to themselves. It was.a tradition’ :that- would: one day saddle them with 
Marlborough. . 

Considering the position; in March: 1666, the Leiden vroedschap con- 
cluded there was little prospect .of the Prince being appointed to a high 
charge in the near. future but that.the outlook might well brighten before 
long. In this connection, they believed it vital to persuade the Princess 
Dowager to send everyone with close English links away from the Prince, 
and especially his governor, Willem van. Nassau, ‘heer van Zuylenstein, and 
that the Prince should be solely under the guidance of principal personages 
‘of this state’.'"° 

‘Undoubtedly, Orangists were more inclined than the States party-faction 
to press for an early:peace with England, even if this meant accepting defeat. 
In August 1666, a low-point -in.the Republic’s fortunes, the Haarlem 
vroedschap. recommended ‘all possible ‘efforts’ to procure peace; the ‘con- 
tinuation of the war with that crown being the total ruin of our beloved 
Fatherland’.""" But few Orangists thought in terms of active collusion with 
England. The main significance of the ‘Buat conspiracy’; uncovered in 
August 1666, is that it shows that there was, despite party-factional feuding, 
a fairly highly developed sense of loyalty to ‘this state’.''* Henri Buat was a 
French officer in the States General’s service, attached to the young Prince’s 
household, and a passionate Orangist, who was at the centre of a plot 
orchestrated by the English minister,-Lord Arlington, designed to bring 
about an Orangist coup d'état which would overthrow De Witt, end the war, 
renew Anglo-Dutch friendship, and restore the stadholderate. Buat gave 
‘himself away in the most. farcical circumstances, having mixed up his letters 
in a moment of haste and himself handed to De Witt, in error for another, 
‘a.secret communication from Lord Arlington which revealed all. He was 
‘arrested and the names of his accomplices discovered. But it was found that 
‘apart from two regent-extremists at Rotterdam—one of whom was Johan 
‘Kievit, who managed. to.escape to England—those prepared to conspire 
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against the regime were neither numerous nor important. The episode 
nevertheless caused a sensation and was to remain cause for acrimony 
among the party-factions for years to come. 

The revelation of the Buat affair, at least in the short term, greatly 
strengthened De Witt’s hand. In a letter to the Princess Dowager, written 
on 30 August—the day before the funeral of Frans Hals; in Haarlem—he 
described its discovery as. a. ‘manifest miracle of God’s working’. Before 
Buat’s arrest, there had been persistent pressure for the Prince to be placed 
at the head of the army, some of it from within Holland. Thus, in April 
1666, De Witt and the Gecommitteerde Raden had had to expound. ‘several 
important principles of statecraft’, that is, republican concepts, to convince 
the States of Holland to reject out of hand the proposal, urged especially by 
Zeeland at that point, that Orange should be made captain-general but not 
Stadholder.'? In the months after Buat’s arrest, all such pressure-collapsed. 
De Witt and his allies were able to tighten their grip over: the Prince’s 
entourage and education, finally getting rid of Zuylestein and other unde- 
sirable Orangists. De Witt continued to assure the Princess Dowager that 
he took the Prince’s education with the utmost seriousness and that Holland 
‘was excluding him from military command not out of animosity towards 
the House of Orange but only ‘principles of statecraft’. Reviewing the 
situation a few months later, the Leiden vroedschap judged it pointless for 
the time being even to press for Orange to be seated on the Raad van State, 
concluding that they would have to: wait ‘until a better opportunity’.'"* 


THE REPUBLIC IN CONFLICT WITH LOUIS XIV 


During the opening years of Louis XIV’s personal rule (1661-1715), it had 
appeared that the former coolness prevailing: between France and the 
United Provinces since 1647-8 (when the latter had concluded their separate 
peace with Spain) had ended. France and: Republic were: once again, 
following the Franco-Dutch treaty of 1662, officially allies and this benefited 
the Dutch in many ways. In confrontation with England, the States 
party-faction found in the French alliance a counter-weight to the Stuart 
connections of the Orangists both at home and abroad. During the Second 
Anglo-Dutch War, the French alliance assisted the Republic more indirectly 
than directly, but was nevertheless of considerable value: French forces did 
not fight the English (except in the Caribbean) but Louis lent support, at 
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least in the early stages, behind the scenes, not wishing to see the Republic 
overwhelmed and England emerge as mistress of the seas; above all, he 
helped check the forces of the prince-bishop of Minster. The situation. was 
thus reminiscent, for a few years, of the alignment during the Twelve Years 
Truce when England sided with Maurits and France with Oldenbarnevelt 
and the ‘Arminians’. 

Initially, Louis sought the friendship. of the Holland States party-faction. 
In the 1660s, the Spanish monarchy was still regarded as France’s principal 
adversary, at least until 1668, and the Spanish Netherlands as the chief focus 
of great: power rivalry. Moreover, as was obvious to all Europe, French 
supremacy would be greatly facilitated should the United Provinces become, 
in some degree, a client state of France. Louis unsuccessfully offered De 
Witt—who prided himself on being above corruption—a generous annual 
pension. As part of this strategy of rendering De Witt an instrument of 
French policy, the French envoy, d’Estrades, carried instructions, on his 
arrival in the Republic, in 1663, to help reconcile the warring Veth and 
Thibault factions, at Middelburg, so as to improve co-operation between 
Zeeland and Holland, to the advantage of the States party-faction and 
detriment of the Orangists.'’® At this time, Louis enjoyed a generally 
favourable press in the Republic.''® 

Yet, from the outset, tensions arose to disturb this incipient amity 
between France and the Republic. Two principal sources of friction, one 
strategic and territorial, the other economic, eroded Franco-Dutch concord 
and proved decisive in shaping the subsequent course of great power 
politics. The first was the future of the Spanish Netherlands. With Spain’s 
withdrawal of most of her forces from the Low Countries, a power vacuum 
arose in one of the most strategically crucial zones of Europe which became 
a source of dangerous instability, Spanish strength ebbing away just as 
Louis was forming the largest and most potent army of the then world. The 
result was a fundamental shift in the balance of power. Since the 1540s, the 
south Netherlands had served as Spain’s, and also Europe’s, bridle on 
French expansion, thwarting French ambition throughout the continent. 
Now, suddenly, the bridle had fallen away and there was seemingly no check 
to French ambition and territorial expansion. 

Spain’s weakness in the south Netherlands had troubled De Witt since as 
early as 1663.''’ Louis showed every sign of nurturing designs on the region, 
though, at this stage, not averse to discussing his expansionist schemes with 
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his Dutch ally: De Witt judged it prudent'to enter’ into talks about reviving 
the Franco-Dutch. partition treaty of 1635 (see p. §27 above): whereby the 
larger part of the Spanish Netherlands would be annexed by France and the 
area north of the line from Ostend to: Maastricht, including Bruges, Ghent, 
Mechelen, and Antwerp, to the Republic.''® He also discussed with Louis 
the possibility of allowing the southern provinces to become ‘free’ cantons, 
on the Swiss model, under Franco-Dutch protection. But the regents 
harboured strong doubts and reservations about such notions,-arising not 
least from. Amsterdam’s fear that Antwerp might recover her former 
greatness were the city to be.incorporated into the United Provinces and 
thus released from the Scheldt restrictions obstructing her trade since. 1572. 
For the closure of the Scheldt to maritime traffic would continue, seemingly, 
only so long as Antwerp remained under:Spain and the terms of the treaty 
of Munster in force. Even more daunting, were the south to be partitioned, 
would be the prospect of having an expanded France immediately adjoining 
the Republic. 

Dutch anxiety mounted, in the spring of 1663, when Louis cancelled his 
renunciation, solemnly entered into when marrying his Spanish Habsburg 
bride, of her inheritance rights in the Spanish Netherlands, on the grounds 
that her dowry had not been paid." The Spanish Crown, its forces 
committed in Portugal, tried to counter French pressure by drawing the 
United Provinces into guaranteeing the borders of the Spanish Netherlands, 
playing on Holland’s fear of having France as an immediate neighbour. But 
De Witt, believing it would be fatal to tie the Republic’s future to the 
decaying Spanish monarchy, rejected Madrid’s proposals for a Dutch—-Span- 
ish defensive pact to protect the south from France.’* The Pensionary told 
the Spanish ambassador, Don Esteban de Gamarra, that if Spain could not 
defend the southern provinces, they should either become an autonomous 
confederacy, on the Dutch or Swiss model, the solution known as ‘canton- 
ment’, or else be transferred to the Emperor, who would be better able to 
protect them. When, in December 1663, Gamarra again urged a Dutch-— 
Spanish alliance, De Witt replied that he did not judge it ‘a good plan to 
lean against a wall which was about to collapse’; to which Gamarra retorted 
that precisely because it was precarious the Dutch should prop it up, for, if 
it fell, they ‘would be caught under it’.'?' 

The other source of tension was commerce and colonies. Before 1662, the 
French Crown had been so anxious to secure Dutch collaboration against 
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Spain, it had avoided taking any vigorous steps to check the growing Dutch 
penetration of the French market, or Dutch predominance in the carrying 
of France’s bulk ‘exports—wine, brandy, and salt. Nor, as yet, had the 
French. Crown ‘put ‘much energy: into ‘building a rival empire of trade, 
navigation, and colonies overseas. But. this: changed with the onset of 
Louis’s personal rule: Dutch friendship was now less essential to France 
than in the age of Henri IV and Richelieu, while, especially since the 1640s, 
sales in France of Dutch textiles, East India wares; fish, whale products, 
tobacco, earthenware, and refined sugar, as well as Baltic stores, had greatly 
expanded. By the 1660s, this increasing success of Dutch commerce in 
France was causing widespread resentment among French merchants, and 
manufacturers, while at the same time Louis, eager to match the maritime 
power, and colonial expansion, of the Dutch and English, embarked on an 
ambitious programme of mercantilist initiatives which clashed at many 
points with Dutch interests in both Europe and the Indies. 

The beginnings of .Franco-Dutch economic conflict reached back. to 
before the Second Anglo-Dutch War. But, at that stage, Louis avoided the 
undisguised rivalry which so poisoned relations between England.and the 
Republic. In 1664, Colbert’s ‘new general tariff was introduced, under which 
increases were kept at levels just tolerable, albeit with some grumbling, to 
the Dutch:'” only in the:case of imports of refined sugar into France was a 
prohibitively high tariff'adopted. This dealt a severe blow to the Amsterdam 
sugar-refining industry, which since the 1640s had been selling much of its 
output in France. But Amsterdam:had been receiving much of her raw 
sugar, in French eyes illegally, from the French West Indies, the output of 
which Louis wished.to reserve for the ‘French refineries, not in ‘itself an 
unreasonable aim. Also in 1664, Louis set up the new state-backed French 
East, and West, India Companies, marking the commencement of a regular 
French East India traffic and a new and more dynamic phase of French 
trade and colonization in the New World. ‘French. expansion overseas 
greatly accelerated. Again, this alarmed Dutch merchants, but could not, m 
itself, be grounds for official complaint. For the moment, French colonial 
policy was peaceful enough—with one exception. In 1664, Louis sent an 
expedition to Cayenne (claimed by. France but which had, for some years, 
been colonized by the WIC), seizing the colony from the Dutch. But, with 
war with England and: Miinster looming, and French help indispensable, 
this was an affront to which De Witt chose to turn a blind eye. Amsterdam 
already suspected the French monarch designed to ‘damage the commerce 
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of this state and... divert it there’,”? but De Witt saw no alternative to 
putting up with the situation with the best grace he could muster. 

By the spring of 1667, however, Louis saw there was no longer a risk the 
English might overwhelm the Dutch, seize their colonies, and dominate the 
world’s maritime commerce (a prospect widely feared in Europe) and 
decided to profit while he could from the absorption of the English and 
Dutch in the last stages of their war. The king began advancing French 
interests more aggressively than before, both on land and by sea, within 
Europe and without. In particular, two initiatives transformed the situation: 
the publication of Colbert’s second tariff list, in April 1667, and the entry 
of French troops into the Spanish Netherlands. Colbert’s new list imposed 
draconian increases on imports of foreign goods into France, especially on 
Dutch fine cloth; camlets, herring, whale products, Delftware, tobacco, 
Gouda pipes, and East India wares. Since France was the Republic’s largest 
market for many of these,'* the new tariff list produced shock and 
indignation in the Dutch ports, substantially reduced the volume of Dutch 
trade with France, and adversely affected numerous Dutch industries. 

It was also in April 1667 that French troops crossed into the Spanish 
Netherlands. They did not advance far, initially, but in the summer the 
invasion began to look more menacing, especially after Lille capitulated to 
Louis on 28 August.. The States of Holland’s committee for French affairs 
frantically searched for a means to halt the invasion, without irrevocably 
offending the French monarch, ignoring all pleas from Spain for assistance. 
When Gamarra threatened, on instructions from Brussels, that if the Dutch 
did not assist, Spain might abandon the south Netherlands to France, in 
exchange for Roussillon, and French Navarre, De Witt retorted he con- 
sidered this a bluff, not a serious possibility."5 He judged correctly: when 
ministers at Madrid heard about it they administered a sharp rebuke to the 
governor-general at Brussels, the marqués de Castel Rodrigo, for suggesting 
something potentially so hazardous for morale in the southern provinces. 
The Spanish court instructed Castel-Rodrigo to try again to negotiate a 
defensive pact with the Republic, authorizing him to hand. over Ostend, 
Bruges, and Damme to the Dutch, to be garrisoned by their troops, as 
collateral for a loan of a million guilders and military assistance.'* 

De Witt and the Holland leadership at this point entered negotiations 
with Spanish ministers not because they seriously contemplated intervention 
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against the French but to exert psychological pressure on France, and stake 
out a zone of Dutch influence, should Spanish authority in the south 
Netherlands collapse, and there be no alternative to partition. Should this 
indeed happen, the Dutch intended to annex the parts of Flanders close to 
the Republic, including Ostend, and also Upper Gelderland (the Roermond 
quarter). De Witt pointedly obtained the approval of the States of Holland 
to send in Dutch troops to garrison Ostend, Bruges, Blankenburg, and 
Geldern, as a pledge of repayment of a Dutch loan to Spain. 

Neither De Witt, nor Amsterdam, wanted intervention, or partition.’”7 
Finally, forced to act, however uninviting the courses open to him, De Witt 
opted for what became known as the Triple Alliance of 1668. This was an 
armed coalition of the Republic, England, and Sweden, formed to mediate 
between France and Spain. The Triple Alliance demanded an immediate 
cessation of hostilities, calling on Spain to cede either Luxemburg or the 
Franche-Comté, together with the extensive territory the French had al- 
ready conquered—Douai, St Omer, Lille, and Cambrai (see Map 13). Louis 
was required only to halt and be content with what the allies would compel 
Spain to yield. The ultimatum was thus a device to placate France, at the 
expense of Spain, but with a sting in the secret annexe, engaging the 
coalition to intervene militarily against France, should Louis refuse to 
agree.'* De Witt tried by this means to stop Louis without sacrificing the 
Republic’s officially still friendly relationship with France. Indeed, De Witt 
continued to see it as a vital Dutch interest to avoid conflict with France 
and preserve some semblance of Franco-Dutch friendship for the sake of 
the Republic’s security, in order to dispense with the need for a large and 
powerful army, and, not least, to retain France as a counter-weight to what 
he called the ‘usual arrogance of the English nation’. The signing of the 
Triple Alliance by no means implied that De Witt supposed there was no 
further need to check ‘English bad principles’. 

Differences of view as to how to deal with France and Spain, between De 
Witt.and Amsterdam, developed into serious tension within the States party 
bloc during 1668. The influential regent Coenraad van Beuningen (1622-93), 
who had been Dutch ambassador in Paris, and was the Republic’s most 
experienced diplomat, argued, in his secret report to the States General of 
September 1668, that even if Louis accepted the ultimatum put to him by 
the Triple Alliance, his underlying attitude to the United Provinces was now 
so hostile that there was no longer any point in half-measures or pretending 
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that the Franco-Dutch friendship of 1662 was still alive."° Van Beuningen 
advocated a resolutely anti-French stance in alliance with Spain, and the 
Emperor, and a vigorous programme of maritime and tariff retaliation to 
force Louis to moderate his mercantilist measures. At Amsterdam, Van 
Beuningen’s approach was preferred to De Witt’s, because the new French 
tariff list had aroused particular anger there and, also, because Spain and 
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Spanish America had, since 1647, become two of Amsterdam’s most 
important markets. Also, Dutch merchants would enjoy greater advantages 
in the Spanish America trade—in fact they had lost quite a lot of ground to 
the French since 1659—if the United Provinces formed a close relationship 
with Spain. 

Louis bowed to the Triple Alliance and halted the advance of his armies 
in the south Netherlands, but barely concealed his fury at the Dutch role in 
his being thwarted.'® From this point on both his diplomacy.and mercan- 
tilism assumed an aggressively anti-Dutch character. The French West India 
Company, assisted by the Crown, mounted regular patrols in the Caribbean 
to keep Dutch ships away from Martinique and other French colonies.'' A 
powerful expedition was prepared for the East Indies which set sail, in 
March 1670, with instructions to seize permanent bases, and establish 
commerce in Ceylon and. southern India (a preserve of the VOC)—using 
force if necessary. In 1669, Colbert set up the Compagnie du Nord, a 
maritime organization, backed by the Crown, designed to cut Dutch 
shipping out of the carrying traffic between France and the Baltic. 

At the same time Louis sought allies amongst the Republic’s eastern 
neighbours. The German states of the lower Rhine were indeed fertile 
ground for Louis’s new policy of fomenting hostility to the Republic. The 
Elector of Brandenburg resented the continued Dutch occupation of Wesel, 
Rees, Emmerich, and Orsoy, and the fortress of Schenckenschans, in his 
duchy of. Cleves. But it was especially the electorate. of Cologne and 
bishopric of Minster which became focuses of French diplomacy: The 
regents knew what to expect from Christoph Bernhard, a prince ‘toujours 
mal intentionné pour les Estats’, as the French ambassador at The Hague 
expressed it." In 1668, the prince-bishop, exploiting dissension in the 
Calvinist county of Bentheim, persuaded the count—previously a client of 
the Dutch—to convert to Catholicism, occupied the county, and reintro- 
duced the Catholic faith.'*? Meanwhile, he steadily expanded his army, and 
not least his famous artillery train, including the sixty siege howitzers which 
subsequently earned him his nickname of “Bombing Berend’. Louis also 
egged on the Elector of Cologne to.demand Dutch evacuation of Rheinberg 
and the transfer of part of the Overmaas to the bishopric of Liége, and 
encouraged the Elector’s efforts to master the Imperial:.Free City of 
Cologne, which was- surrounded by his territory. To counter French 
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influence, the Republic backed the city of Cologne. Just as in the 1650s, the 
Holland States party tried to save the city of Minster from the encroaching 
absolutism of the prince-bishop, so now De Witt sought to defend Cologne’s 
autonomy against the Elector. Arrangements were made for Cologne to 
accept a Dutch garrison should the Elector threaten force.’™ 

De Witt’s chief priority, however, was to mend his fences’ with Louis by 
agreeing to resume talks about the future partition, or cantonment, of the 
Spanish Netherlands. The French ambassador at The Hague, Arnauld de 
Pomponne, was instructed to negotiate so as to lull De Witt into a false sense 
of security and embroil the United Provinces further with their neighbours. 
And, indeed, De Witt was slow to grasp the full extent of the peril the 
Republic now faced. A crucial failing of the Dutch state apparatus, at this 
time, was the poor quality of the intelligence the ruling group at The Hague 
received from England.'> By the autumn of 1669, Louis and Charles had 
agreed, in principle, to launch a combined land and sea attack on the United 
Provinces to break their power, punish the Dutch for their ‘ingratitude’, and 
take some of their territory and colonies. Yet the elderly, and ineffectual, 
Dutch ambassador in London, hopelessly misled, was still assuring De Witt, 
on the eve of the signing of the secret Anglo-French treaty of Dover (June 
1670), that England would faithfully adhere to the Triple Alliance. 

Another problem for De Witt was the growing rapprochement in the 
States of Holland between Amsterdam and the Orangist towns, Leiden and 
Haarlem, a development linked to the menacing economic situation. Van 
Beuningen and Gillis Vaickenier, increasingly prominent at Amsterdam, 
rejected De Witt’s conciliatory approach towards France, advocating in- 
stead a mercantilist counter-offensive, which both Leiden and Haarlem were 
keen. to support, their textile exports being severely hit by Louis’s tariffs. 
Against De Witt’s advice, a States of Holland committee was set up to 
consider methods of economic retaliation against France, which, in Novem- 
ber 1669, recommended banning imports of French silks and imposing 
punitively high tariffs on French wine, brandy, salt, vinegar, and paper, as 
well as an edict directing Holland’s hospitals, orphanages, and old people’s 
homes to boycott French products and consume only items of Dutch 
manufacture." Amsterdam’s own committee on commerce, headed by Van 
Beuningen and Valckenier, agreed to the ban on French silk, and action 
against French brandy and salt, but, before additional measures were taken, 
urged enquiries to see whether sufficient supplies of paper could be obtained 
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elsewhere and to assess the effects. of a ban on French wine. Owing to 
Amsterdam’s worries (and opposition from Rotterdam, the city which now 
handled the lion’s share of the French wine traffic), the States General 
published their initial package of economic retaliation against France, in 
January 1671, without banning French wine, the principal product imported 
from France.'??, But Amsterdam soon veered behind a wider ban, to include 
French wine, paper, vinegar, and sail-canvas, in addition to the action 
already. taken, and, after reaching agreement on how to compensate 
Rotterdam, a second and more sweeping package of retaliation against 
France was voted through in November 1671. 

Late in 1671, De Witt’s brother, Cornelis, led an embassy extraordinary 
to Cologne, in a bid to end the quarrels. with Cologne, and Miinster, and 
dislodge these states from their alignment with France, but failed.'* Louis 
completed his plans for the encirclement, and breaking, of the Republic, 
with his alliance with Cologne of January 1672.' France and England, 
together with Cologne and Miinster, were now poised to overwhelm the 
Republic, destroy its power and independence, and despoil it of substantial 
territory and most of its colonies. The prince-bishop was promised the entire 
Borculo-Lichtenvoorde enclave, including Grol and Bredevoort; the Arch- 
bishop-Elector, ready to invade with 18,000 men, was to recover Rheinberg, 
and.annex Maastricht and the Dutch Overmaas. Charles II, under the treaty 
of Dover, was due to receive parts of Zeeland and States Flanders.'* Louis’s 
intended annexations went unspecified in the treaties but were bound to be 
more extensive than those of his allies, whose investment in terms of money 
and troops was small compared with his own. 


THE TWILIGHT OF THE ‘TRUE FREEDOM’ 


The last years of the ‘True Freedom’ saw a recrudescence of ideological 
warfare and now, also, a deepening theologico-political and philosophical 
debate closely linked to the ideological context. In eclipse during the Second 
Anglo-Dutch War, Orangism revived strongly after 1667, helped by both 
the Republic’s seemingly improved relationship with England and her 
fearful predicament, confronted by the growing hostility of France and 
the ecclesiastical princes of the lower Rhine. William III was now nearing 
his majority and, however adroit De Witt’s expedients, a decision about 
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how, precisely, he was to be incorporated into the Republic’s power 
structure could not be postponed much longer. This renewed sparring 
around the House of Orange, combined with the intensifying wrangling over 
religious toleration, Church authority, and personal liberty, produced .a 
feverish intellectual atmosphere and flurry of key publications. 

Besides the Calvinist Orangism of the Voetians, there now also throve a 
secular, republican Orangism, rebutting the out-and-out republicanism of 
De la Court, which appeared in its most developed form in Valckenier’s ’t 
Verwerd Europa (1668). Petrus Valckenier (1638-1712); Dutch resident in 
Switzerland, agreed that republics were superior to monarchies and that 
‘freedom’ and ‘prosperity’ were the attributes of republics;'*' but he. insisted 
also on the need for the stadholderate, to lend cohesion. He accepted that 
toleration was essential but held also that the Holland regents had not been 
as. supportive of the public Church as they should, allowing ‘atheism and 
libertinism’ to advance too far.'* In later editions, he added that De Witt 
personally bore much of the responsibility for the excessive toleration now 
prevailing, observing that when the pressure began in the States of Holland, 
for banning De la Court’s uncompromising defence of toleration, the 
Aanwysinge, De Witt had tried to prevent its suppression. 

De la Court’s Aanwysinge der heilsame politike Gronden (1669), a reworked 
version of the Jnterest van Holland, was banned by the States of Holland, in 
May 1669, at the request of the South Holland Synod, for its criticism of the 
public Church and uncompromising plea for the ‘free practice of all religions 
and sects’. But the work infuriated. Orangists,.as well as Voetians, 
containing an intensified attack on the stadholderate and many remarks 
linking Orangism with the intolerance of the militant Calvinists. As part of 
his campaign to discredit the Voetian wing of the Church, De la Court 
highlighted the antagonism between William the Silent and the Calvinists, 
during the Revolt, and reminded readers. that the Calvinist orthodox had 
aligned with Leicester.“ In any case, toleration was essential, he held, to 
stimulate the immigration so urgently needed to sustain the economy. and 
population of Holland’s cities.'* 

That intolerance and Calvinist orthodoxy were a danger to the true 
interests of ‘Holland’, and had always been the political ally of the House 
of Orange, De la Court’s message, spread also through various anonymous 
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tracts published in the late 1660s by-‘committed republicans. One ‘such 
derided the Zeelanders’ complaint that Holland had become too tolerant, 
holding that ‘no Hollander need feel. ashamed that his. province. is alleged’ 
to be a ‘free province where not only all Christians enjoy freedom but also 
the Jews, Persians, and Turks, who come here—that is our glory’; it was 
entitled (recollection of the Buat affair still being vivid) Den. Zeeuwsen 
Buatist (1668), thereby postulating a link, in the mind of the public, between 
intolerance,. Orangism, and Calvinist orthodoxy, on the one side, and 
treachery on the other:'* 

-But by far the most devastating critique of intolerance and ecclesiastical 
power was, of: course, Spinoza’s: Tractatus Theologico-Politicus. (1670), a 
work of crucial importance in Dutch and European history, not only. for the 
radical character of its biblical criticism, uncompromising republicanism, 
and the force of its attack on Church authority but also because of the 
marked democratic tinge which Dutch republicanism here assumes. Spin- 
oza’s:contention that ‘democracy is of all forms of government the most 
natural and. most consonant with indrvidual liberty’, and generally the most 
apt to generate the ‘benefits of freedom in a state’,'”” was integrally linked 
to his defence. of. toleration:and attack on Church authority. For Spinoza 
grasped that concepts of the State not based on promoting the welfare of 
the citizenry, and preservation of individual liberty, must rest on an 
ecclesiastical sanction. 

Spinoza’s philosophy and biblical criticism were deeply enmeshed in the 
wider campaign mounted by Dutch radical Cartesians and republicans 
gathering momentum during the 1660s; and which also now began to clash 
increasingly with what we: may term the élitist, regent republicanism of 
Grotius, De Witt, and De Groot. The most famous anti-Orangist ideologue 
of the time, De la Court, was in this context something of an in-between 
figure, a writer more-democratic and opposed to Church authority than the 
regents but not so democratic, or philosophically systematic, as the radical 
republicans, an intellectual coterie which crystallized around. 1660, first at 
Amsterdam and soon also at The Hague, Rotterdam, and Leiden around 
Franciscus van den Enden, Spinoza, and such allies as Lodewijk Meijer, Jan 
Hendrik Glazemaker (another reputed ‘atheist’ and. the translator of Des- 
cartes’s works into Dutch), Abraham van Berkel, who translated Hobbes’s 
Leviathan into Dutch (a work published .in 1667, causing a considerable stir 
in Holland), and Adriaen Koerbagh, who was arrested for blasphemy after 


‘© Den Zeeuwsen Buatist, 27-8. 
‘47 Spinoza, Political Works, 137. 


788 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


publishing his Bloemhof van Allerley Penne (1668) and who died in 
gaol, in Amsterdam, in 1669:'* 

The oldest member of the group, and after Spinoza the most important, 
was Franciscus van den Enden (1602-74), an ex-Jesuit from Antwerp who 
had taken refuge in Amsterdam in the 1640s and who, for many years; 
earned his bread as a teacher of Latin, one of his pupils being the young 
Spinoza. According to a report of 1662, Van den Enden was, at that time, 
regarded as the leader of the philosophical ‘atheists’ in Amsterdam.” His 
republican tract the Vrije Politijke Stellingen, published in 1665, is of great 
importance because of its intellectual sophistication, its foreshadowing of 
Spinoza in several respects, and perhaps most of all for its strongly 
democratic character, this being one of the very earliest systematic state- 
ments of democratic republicanism in the western world.'* For Van den 
Enden, government should not only be for the good of the citizenry, and 
based on republican virtues, but should create equality of opportunity and 
be controlled by the people.'s' Like De la Court and the English classical 
republicans, Van den Enden was much taken with the formulations of 
Machiavelli. This remarkable man clashed several times with the regents in 
Amsterdam and, in 1670, moved to: Paris, where he subsequently, in 1673, 
became involved in a mismanaged conspiracy to rid France of Louis XIV. 
He was hanged in the Bastille, in 1674, at the age of 72. 

In the late 1660s, Spinoza and his circle were undoubtedly ideological-and 
political allies of De Witt and the States party-faction—there was no other 
Strategy open to them—but, at the same time, they clearly desired to go 
much further towards undermining Church authority, and broadening 
toleration and individual liberty, than was prudent for the regents to 
contemplate. Consequently, few if any regents approved of their views and 
a tension developed which focused on practical points, such as book 
censorship, as well as profound philosophical issues. De Witt and his regent 
allies were trying to broaden freedom of the press and liberalize book 
censorship up to a point. But, equally, they were determined to draw a line 
beyond which intellectual enquiry—as well as criticism of the regents and 
sexual libertinism—must not penetrate. De Witt tried to prevent De la 
Court’s Aanwysinge being banned but failed. Koerbagh was severely. dealt 
with; but then he had blatantly overstepped the mark regarding blasphemy. 
But Meijer’s critique (see pp. 918-19 below), more discreetly worded (albeit 
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published 'in both Latin.and Dutch), was not banned and nor, as yet, was 
the Dutch edition of Hobbes. For Spinoza, the great tactical question of the 
1660s was how to deliver his intended supreme blow. against the scriptural 
basis of Church authority; and constraining of individual liberty, without 
his work. being banned by the secular authorities and attracting a general 
hue: and cry. He had labouredon his 7ractatus since the early 1660s, or 
earlier, and shown the manuscript on occasion to various liberal; repub- 
lican-minded regents (including Adriaen Paets) who, however, were far from 
eager to see it published.'** For years, Spinoza held back, encountering only 
discouragement from his regent friends, acutely aware that the public 
reaction could severely. harm, rather than further, his cause. His finally 
taking the plunge, in 1670, may well have been prompted by his. anger at 
the.treatment meted out.to Koerbagh;'® certainly, the famous.words of his 
preface, proclaiming the ‘rare happiness of living in [the United Provinces] 
where everyone’s judgment is free and unshackled, where each may worship 
God as his: conscience: dictates. and where freedom is esteemed above all 
things dear and precious’, were meant in some degree ironically or even 
sarcastically.'*4 Spinoza’s chief objective in.the 7ractatus-is to demonstrate 
that the combination of. theological zeal and ecclesiastical power which 
destroyed the Oldenbarnevelt regime (an episode to which he alludes in the 
closing sections)'**—and which now threatens the De Witt regime and the 
advance of philosophical enquiry—is spuriously. based and that its scriptural 
foundations ought not to be: respected. Thus, the same freedom which 
protects toleration and individual liberty ensures legitimate government. 
‘Not only' can such freedom be granted without prejudice to the public 
peace,’ he assures his audience; ‘but also without such freedom piety cannot 
thrive nor the public peace be secure.’!* 

‘Spinoza published his sensational book in 1670, following a careful 
strategy. The book was published anonymously and he took steps to ensure 
that the work should be confined ‘to Latin only, for it was clear from the 
experiences of Meijer, Koerbagh, and others that the authorities would 
stomach bolder contentions in Latin than in Dutch. When he discovered, in 
February 1671; that an unknown translator was preparing a Dutch edition 
for publication, without his permission, he implored one of his allies to 
help trace and’ stop the translator; explaining that ‘this is not my request 
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only but also that of many of my good friends who would not like to see 
the book prohibited, as will, without doubt, happen, if itis published im 
Dutch’.'5? Spinoza asked help to block the Dutch edition not only for his 
own sake but that of ‘our cause’. Prohibition of books in ‘the Dutch 
Republic may not have eradicated sales but it certainly blighted the status 
and reputation of both book and author in respectable ‘society.'* ‘That 
the text remained confined to Latin was essential to Spinoza’s political- 
philosophical strategy. 

Among leading republican regents who edged further than De ‘Witt in 
forming links with republican writers, and opponents of the public Church, 
were. Pieter de Groot, Adriaen Paets, Coenraad van Beuningen, and the 
Utrecht philosopher-regent Lambert van Velthuysen. De Groot was close to 
De la Court both before and after 1672, when. both men took refuge in 
Antwerp. Van Beuningen came from a strongly pro-Remonstrant back- 
ground, was an admirer of Erasmus, Coornhert, and Grotius, a well-known 
defender of free enquiry in theology, friend of the Collegiants (like Paets and 
Spinoza), and a devotee of Cartesian ‘philosophy. Van Velthuysen was 
also a keen Cartesian, defender. of toleration, and foe of ecclesiastical power. 

Yet all these men were intensely aware of the dangers of the path along 
which De la Court, the radical Cartesians and Spinozists were advancing. 
De Groot did more than De Witt to assist De la Court in his battles with 
the Leiden consistory but also restrained him and expurgated his work. Van 
Beuningen shrank from too open a display of‘radical ideas. Paets and Van 
Velthuysen were veteran ideologues of the States party-faction and cham- 
pions of toleration and the new philosophy. But they were also deeply 
uneasy at the new, more radical intellectual tendencies emerging in Holland 
in the late 1660s. When the Rotterdam Collegiant preacher Jacob Ostens 
(1630-78), an Anabaptist surgeon and suspected Socinian,. close. to the 
republican regents of Rotterdam,'® and a fierce anti-Orangist, wrote to Van 
Velthuysen in 1671, asking his opinion of the 7ractatus, the Utrecht regent 
(who had, for decades, battled against Voetian influence) penned a vigorous 
Critique, denouncing the book as a work which ‘abolishes. and absolutely 
subverts all worship and religion and clandestinely introduces atheism’.'*' 
Ostens then sent. Van Velthuysen’s reply to Spinoza, with. whom he was 
friendly and who indignantly compared Van Velthuysen’s rebuff with 
Voetius’ assault on Descartes. 
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All along De Witt had sought to curb radical manifestations of Socinian- 
ism, Cartesianism, and republicanism, ‘so'as to protect, and nurture, the 
essential core of the “True Freedom’. Open expression of extreme ideas 
could only undermine stability, and the regime, and, in the end, destroy 
‘freedom’ itself. At the same time, defending stability and the regime, as well 
as freedom, depended, no less, on neutralizing the upsurge of Orangism in 
alliance with Voetian orthodoxy. To achieve this he had somehow to 
accommodate Orange within a power structure controlled by the Holland 
regents which would placate the Orangists while simultaneously precluding 
all prospect of restoration of the stadholderate. In the long run the ‘True 
Freedom’ could survive only if the-political and ideological tension which 
had so long permeated the body politic, church affairs, universities, and 
intellectual life was neutralized. 

In the final years of his regime, De Witt’s quest for political stability under 
the leadership of the Holland regents centred around his ‘great concept of 
harmony’.'"? This was a formula whereby the young prince would be 
assigned a seat in the Raad van State, a special position in the state, and the 
eventual likelihood of being appointed captain-general but only on the basis 
of exclusion from the stadholderate of every province. 

In the version of the ‘Harmony’ laid before the States of Holland, in July 
1667, the Prince was deemed insufficiently prepared for the captaincy- 
general until he had reached 23, rather than 18 (or one year on), as the 
Orangists were insisting. But the key feature of the ‘Harmony’, as it evolved 
in Holland, was the celebrated additional clause which abolished the 
stadholderate in the province for ever. This addendum, introduced—in 
one of the supreme ironies of the Republic’s history—not by De Witt but 
by Caspar Fagel, Pensionary of Haarlem, and Gillis Valckenier, later key 
figures in William III’s regime, nevertheless came to be regarded as the 
constitutional centrepiece of De Witt’s ‘True Freedom’.'® In the summer of 
1667, the Orangists were still in eclipse and there was scant opposition 
to the measure in the States of Holland. In their deliberations, on 2 August, 
the Leiden city council noted gloomily that while a few other towns— 
Enkhuizen, Alkmaar, Schoonhoven, and Edam—were unenthusiastic, only 
Leiden categorically opposed abolition of the stadholderate on principle.’ 

The ‘Perpetual Edict... for the Preserving of Freedom’, as the law was 
entitled, was duly passed and promulgated. Its three chief points were 
abolition of the stadholderate, permanent separation of the captaincy- 
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general from the stadholderate of all provinces, and the transfer of the 
political functions of the Stadholder of Holland to the provincial States.'® 
A few Orangist towns, notably Leiden, fought a lengthy rearguard action 
against the new oath for civic office-holders, in Holland, introduced together 
with the abolition of the stadholderate, by which civic office-holders swore 
to uphold the ‘Perpetual Edict’. Here there was, indeed, a vital principle at 
stake. The doctrine of Grotius, Graswinckel, and De Witt held that the 
States were absolutely sovereign within the province and could therefore 
bind magistrates and other office-holders to uphold the basic principles of 
the state. But Orangists rejected this notion of the full sovereignty of the 
States not only with respect to the Generality but also the lower authorities 
within the province. Leiden argued that the States were not fully sovereign 
but representatives of the ridderschap and towns wherein provincial sover- 
eignty ultimately lay. This meant, according to the Leiden vroedschap, that 
the deputies to the States were only spokesmen for their ‘principals’ in the 
town councils and could not therefore exercise sovereign authority over 
them.'® . 

The Perpetual Edict of 1667 came to be seen by writers, poets, and artists, 
as well as regents, as the supreme embodiment, and crown, of the ‘True 
Freedom’. One enthusiast was the Rotterdam Collegiant poet Joachim 
Oudaan (1628-92), an admirer of De Witt, Paets, and Ostens, who wrote a 
jubilant eulogy entitled ‘Freedom established on its throne’.'” Extolling the 
Perpetual Edict went hand in hand with celebrating the recently concluded 
peace of Breda, another of Oudaan’s themes, for the peace seemingly ended 
England’s former role in Dutch domestic politics, making possible a more 
definite curtailment of the stadholderate than had been possible, previously, 
at any point since the Stuart Restoration of 1660. Oudaan also eulogized 
Pieter de Groot, publishing a poem to mark the latter’s arrival in his new 
post, as pensionary of Rotterdam, in 1670, as embodying the triumph of the 
States party in the city and return of Grotius’ ‘principles of freedom’. 

By January 1668, Utrecht, Gelderland, and Overijssel, as well as Holland, 
accepted the ‘Harmony’ and it passed, by four provinces to three, in the 
States General. But, during the course of 1668, De Witt’s position weakened 
again, leaving various matters connected with the ‘Harmony’ unresolved, 
including that of whether the Prince was to have a merely advisory, or 
‘conclusive’, vote in the Raad van State. In Overijssel the split between 
Orangists and States party-faction produced an outburst of renewed turmoil 
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reminiscent of that ‘of 1653-7. The Prince was now'.approaching - his 
eighteenth birthday, and legal majority, and this, in itself, heightened 
tension as his advisers:and supporters encouraged him to build his influence 
and. maneeuvre for position. Friction developed also between out-and-out 
republicans .and States party pragmatists inclined to veer as the Prince 
gained: ground. A small incident redolent of what was to come enlivened a 
dinner party held in the castle of a Utrecht nobleman, in 1668, at which all 
four Amsterdam burgomasters were present.'® In the midst of the repast, 
William III unexpectedly arrived in person. Three of the burgomasters, 
including Gillis Valckenier, hastened to their feet, raising their glasses and 
declaring themselves the Prince’s ‘servants’, while the fourth, Cornelis van 
Vlooswijck (1601-87); .a more principled republican, adroitly extricated 
himself from his predicament by courteously explaining that, had he also 
declared himself the Prince’s ‘obedient servant’, he. would have meant it 
sincerely. 

Even before December 1668, the Prince and his.entourage began acting 
as if he had already reached his: majority. In September, he travelled to 
Zeeland where he was féted by the States and received the title of ‘First 
Noble of Zeeland’. He named the son of: Beverweert, Willem Adriaen, heer 
van Odijk, to act.as his proxy in the States of Zeeland and cast the now 
restored seventh vote. In October 1668, the Princess Dowager formally laid 
down her guardianship. Holland, however, denied that the Prince had yet 
reached his majority, keeping him out of his designated seat, in the Raad 
van State, through 1669, despite the protests especially of the Frisians and 
Zeelanders. 

Gradually, as both the external peril-and internal rift, over relations with 
France, intensified, De Witt’s position weakened. The Amsterdam vroed- 
schap, split between pragmatists and republicans, was led by Valckenier and 
Van Beuningen into a. tactical alliance with the: Orangists to change the 
direction .of policy towards France,.strengthen the Republic’s military 
alliances, and compromise with the Prince. In May 1670, it was settled that 
the latter would take his. seat in the Raad van State with a ‘conclusive’ vote. 
As Orange gained, and he lost, ground, De Witt strove to win Valckenier 
and Van Beuningen back into his own camp. When this failed, and the 
break between him and Valckenier became open, he worked to unseat them 
and, initially, seemed to be successful in doing so. In the Amsterdam 
municipal elections of February 1671, Valckenier and Van Beuningen lost 
and the hard-core republican faction of Andries de Graeff and van 
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Vlooswijck gained control." But with the vroedschap deeply divided, this, 
in itself, did little to bolster De Witt’s deteriorating position. 

The growing threat of war with France, by late:1671; stirred a powerful 
new movement in the provinces for the appointment of the Prince of Orange 
as captain and admiral-general. Enkhuizen proposed this in the States of 
Holland on 4 December. Most: of. the provinces voted’ in’ favour over the 
next few days. De Witt tried at first to block the proposal outright, arguing 
that such an appointment would violate the Perpetual Edict, since the Prince 
already held high political. office.as a member of the Raad van State.: Ther, 
seeing he could not prevent it, De Witt supported::a proposal fora 
temporary appointment, for the coming campaign season-only, rejecting the 
captaincy-general for life urged by: the: Orangists..The issue of whether to 
nominate the Prince captain-general: ‘ad tempus’ or:‘ad:vitam’ was furiously 
debated in the provincial assemblies; the States of Utrecht,'” like most. of 
the other lesser provinces, voted for the latter during December. Following 
this the States General, in January. 1672, asked Holland+to.conform with the 
majority of provinces and proclaim the Prince. permanent captain-general. 
Holland, still dominated by the States party, with Dordrecht'‘and Delft the 
most obdurately anti-Orangist, refused, offering the Prince a temporary 
appointment only.'” But this the Prince declined. The deadlock continued 
for a few more weeks; but finally, with the external situation continually 
worsening, Holland yielded. On 24 February. .1672, the States General 
formally appointed the Prince of Orange captain and admiral-general, albeit 
under strict supervision by the Generality’s “deputies in the field’.'” 

This settled, minds turned to the Republic’s ominous situation and to 
strategy. The Republic’s position was now so perilous that virtually no 
potential allies were willing to lend support. The army was seriously under 
strength and most fortifications in a lamentable state of disrepair. In the key 
garrisons on the IJssel and Rhine, troop-strength, stores, and morale were 
all disastrously low. The VOC share price at Amsterdam plunged even 
before the French and English declarations of war, in April; though they 
staged a tiny rally in May when letters from London revealed that Charles 
Il’s alliance with France was unpopular in England. The regents became 
locked in discussion during these spring months of 1672, as to whether it 
was better to divert men and resources to construct an additional, inner, line 
of defence, running via Utrecht and the Vecht, to Naarden, or else stake 
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everything on the IJssel line. No one yet suspected the situation was so grave 
that both the IJssel line and the Vecht were about to fall, with scarcely a 
struggle, into the hands of Louis XIV. 


31 


1672: Year of Disaster 
o 


he year 1672 was the most traumatic of the Dutch Golden Age. It was 

a year of military collapse, of almost complete demoralization, the 
moment when the overthrow of the Republic, if not in its entirety, then 
certainly as a major power, seemed at hand. It was the year of the greatest 
crash on the Amsterdam Exchange of early modern times, paralysing Dutch 
commerce and finance, the year when public building ceased and the art 
market withered, with consequences for art, artists, and architecture notice- 
able for decades to come. It was also a year of sensational domestic political 
events and feverish ideological conflict. Finally, it was the year when the 
common populace and militias intervened in the political process, and 
ideological warfare, more extensively than at any time since the 1580s, with 
lasting consequences for political and social life. 

The full gravity of the threat to the prosperity, independence, and very 
existence of the Republic became clear only in March 1672, a month after 
William III's elevation to the captaincy-general. It emerged that Louis had 
formed a coalition which ringed the Republic and was about to attack with 
overwhelming superiority of force. The Republic was on the point of being 
invaded and blockaded, its trade and fisheries ravaged, its territory dismem- 
bered. On 23 March, without warning, the English navy descended on the 
returning Dutch Levant convoy, off the Isle of Wight. For two days guns 
thundered ominously in the Channel, signifying that England was joining 
France in the onslaught, in resumption of her quest to capture control of 
the seas and commercial hegemony. Louis declared war, publishing remark- 
ably vague grievances,’ on 6 April; England followed. In May, Louis led his 
army, the largest and best in Europe, across the Spanish Netherlands 
towards Maastricht. At this point, it was still unclear whether the main 
invasion would come from the south or from the east, along the Rhine 
valley. Louis crossed the Maas north of Maastricht on 22 May. As he 
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advanced, the prince-bishop of Minster declared war on the Republic, on 
18 May, the Elector of Cologne shortly after. 

Louis XIV’s invasion army, without counting the troops of Minster and 
Cologne, deployed further north, amounted to 118,000 infantry and 12,500 
cavalry, outnumbering the then Dutch regular.army by four to one. Besides 
this, the Dutch soldiery was qualitatively inferior, and dangerously dis- 
persed around the defensive ring. Emergency steps were taken, during May, 
to raise several thousand civic militiamen in Holland, and Utrecht, and rush 
them to stiffen the garrisons to the south and east. The States of Gelderland 
tried to raise 3,000 armed burghers, within their province, to bolster the 
frontier strongholds. But it was all too little too late. 

‘It was decided also to bring out the war fleet and try to strike at the 
English before the French could join them. De Ruyter was too late to 
prevent the French, under the comte d’Estrées, with thirty-six ships, 
mounting 11,000 men and 1,926 guns, joining the English fleet, under the 
king’s younger brother, James, duke of York. The Dutch were now heavily 
outmatched in weight of ships and fire-power. Nevertheless, De Ruyter and 
the States General plenipotentiary, Cornelis de Witt, concluded they had no 
alternative but to attack. It was a brave decision which led to one of the 
most critical battles of the Anglo-Dutch Wars, off the English east coast, in 
Solebay, on 6 June. De Ruyter’s victory was not decisive. But the Dutch 
reduced Charles’s flagship, the Royal James (100 guns), to a burning wreck 
and damaged enough of the other English ‘first rates’ to prevent a full-scale 
descent on the Republic, from the sea, during the ensuing months.” On De 
Ruyter’s return to port, most of the fleet’s seamen and troops were rushed 
to various strongholds to reinforce the land defences. 

‘The main land offensive developed on the lower Rhine early in June. The 
Dutch garrisons in. Cleves—Rheinberg, Orsoy, Emmerich, Rees, and 
Wesel—having. defied: Spain for decades, fell to Louis in under a. week. 
These towns were never to return to Dutch control, reverting subsequently 
to Brandenburg.’ The Munsterites simultaneously overran Lingen, invaded 
Overijssel, and joined the French in besieging Grol, which fell on 9 June. 
The: French stormed across the Rhine at Lobith, south of Arnhem, on 12 
June, under the. eyes of Louis, the Dutch losing 1,500 men killed and 
wounded in the battle. With. the French across, in the Betuwe, the [Jssel line 
was effectively. outflanked; The States of Holland and States General 
decided to abandon the IJssel, pull the depleted army back, and stake all on 
the defence of Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht. Substantial garrisons still 
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manned the great strongholds along the eastern frontier: But morale had 
disintegrated. As the French: approached Arnhem, the citizenry noted, 
refusing to try to hold the town.‘ The city capitulated, without a fight, on 
15 June. 

The army entrenched on the IJssel, having been ordered to retreat, some 
g,000 men marched overland to Utrecht; the rest were shipped, from 
Overijssel, across the Zuider Zee. The French advanced rapidly behind them 
entering Amersfoort on 19:-June. The collapse in civilian morale seriously 
hampered defensive operations also in Utrecht. The citizenry rioted,:on'15§ 
June, and took over the city, refusing to permit preparations for a siege. 
Having unsuccessfully tried to rally the city, Orange had no choice but to 
order a further retreat, towards the so-called five posts, selected as the pivots 
for the defence of Holland. The French army entered Utrecht, in triumph, 
on 23 June; the same day Munsterite and French troops captured Zwolle 
and Kampen. 

The Utrecht city council resolved on a policy of submission and non-pro- 
vocation. They instructed the consistory, a bulwark of Voetian orthodoxy, 
still dominated by Voetius in person, to discontinue the special services 
being recited in the churches, for the preservation. of the state and’ success 
of its arms.5 The Utrecht regents also ordered the consistory, and preachers, 
to be extremely prudent, in preaching, and on no account incite the people 
against the French, but rather instil ‘steadfastness of faith, godliness, and 
obedience to the authorities’.© Cardinal. de Bouillon, the most senior 
ecclesiastic accompanying Louis, fresh from inaugurating the main church 
of Amhem, for Catholic worship, on 9 July celebrated the first Catholic 
mass held in Utrecht cathedral since the 1570s. As in Arnhem, and indeed 
all the occupied towns, Louis granted freedom of worship to the Reformed, 
and their retaining most churches, but assigned the principal church to the 
Catholics, who likewise now enjoyed full freedom of worship. The Mun- 
sterites had already reinaugurated the churches of Grol and Bredevoort for 
Catholic worship, before the end of June.’ 

Holland was saved, initially, by sheer luck, and subsequently, .by effect- 
ively inundating the stretch of terrain, the so-called water-line, running from 
Muiden, in front of Amsterdam, on the Zuider Zee, via Bodegraven (where 
the Prince established his headquarters), and Schoonhoven, to Gorcum, on 
the Waal. At first, the Republic’s last line of defence was in a state of 
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hopeless disarray which presented no real obstacle to the French. The castle 
of Muiden, at the: northern end, the last position before Amsterdam, was 
almost lost without a shot being fired, being completely empty just before 
the French vanguard arrived-—and without Muiden the entire ‘water-line’ 
was useless... The ageing Count Johan Maurits rushed troops in: with two 
hours to spare. Over the next fortnight the French could still easily: have 
crossed the ‘water-line’; for although the dikes and sluices were opened— 
after some resistance, particularly around Gorcum, from armed peasants 
reluctant to see:their land ruined—the water level rose only slowly owing to 
the dry summer weather. 

The towns. of Holland and Zeeland were gripped bya mixture of fear, 
pandemonium, and popular fury. The people were incensed with both the 
army. and the regents. There were accusations of scandalous neglect of duty 
and even blatant treason.’ The surrender of the stronghold of Schencken- 
schans, one of the strongest on the lower Rhine, on 21 June, without a shot 
being, fired;. was ascribed to its having been placed in the charge of an 
inexperienced, and drunken, youth, the son of a Nijmegen burgomaster 
allied with De Witt and the States party. The regents were allegedly going 
through the motions of preparing the towns for defence, but were not doing 
so in earnest. At the same time, to provide men for the ‘water-line’, while 
simultaneously strengthening: the watches on the town gates and walls, and 
carrying. out.-last-minute repairs, large numbers of additional men were 
recruited into the civic militias, and hastily armed and drilled. 

Defeatism was most pronounced in the towns closest to the enemy, such 
as Gouda, Leiden, Schoonhoven, and Gorcum, irrespective of whether these 
were of States party or Orangist allegiance. The Orangist Leiden vroedschap 
were prepared to capitulate to Louis, on whatever terms the Republic could 
obtain, counting on the mercy of the Prince’s uncle, the king of England.’ 
The States.of Holland, against De Witt’s advice, already opened negotia- 
tions with Louis before the fall-of Utrecht, Pieter de Groot being assigned 
the-role of chief: negotiator with the French ministers, Louvois and Pom- 
ponne. -On.:returning to The Hague, after the fall of Utrecht, De Groot 
claimed there was no alternative to surrender and submission to Louis’s 
demands. The Holland ridderschap agreed, proposing that the Republic try 
to: keep the Seven Provinces—and the public Church within the provinces— 
intact, ‘letting the rest go’, that is, signing away the Generality Lands.'° 
Most of the town, governments concurred. 
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It was at this point that the role of the common people proved decisive: 
Protests at the perfunctoriness of the defence, and shortage of arms, began 
at Dordrecht and developed into riots against the States party regents and 
in favour of making the Prince Stadholder. The people were stirred. up by 
artisan guild leaders, preachers, and militiamen.:-Numerous women and girls 
participated. The unrest soon spread ‘to Rotterdam and Amsterdam. At 
Rotterdam, the civic militia and populace, aroused against De Groot, 
Burgomaster van de Aa, and other leaders of the States :party-faction, 
demanded a more resolute defence of the Republic and forced the vroed- 
schap, at gunpoint, to swear that they would not give up the city to the 
French without the agreement of the whole citizenry.'' (The Rotterdam city 
council nevertheless voted, that same day, to send De Groot back.to Louis’s 
camp authorized to sign away the Generality Lands.) Even more crucial was 
the impact of popular intervention, and that .of the civic militia, in 
Amsterdam. Evidently morale among large. sections of the Protestant 
population was firmer than among a considerable portion of the vroedschap 
itself. Whether or not it is precisely true that the vroedschap split, in the 
crucial vote of 26 June, by twenty votes to sixteen, in favour ‘of sending De 
Groot back to capitulate to Louis, but that the minority, led by Valckenier, 
reversed this decision by threatening to call in the militia, it is certain that 
the vroedschap was deeply divided and that the vote to break off talks with 
the French, and fight, was carried owing to. pressure from the militia and 
populace.” The agitation in Amsterdam, ‘as in the other towns, continued 
day after day.'> Valckenier became the hero of the city.not because he was 
regarded as an Orangist but because he-stood for:going on with the war. 
His rival, Burgomaster de Graeff, was threatened with mob violence, ‘being 
regarded as a key States party figure and suspected of defeatism, the two 
being linked in the mind of the populace. 

The vote of 26 June in the States.General, when four provinces—Holland, 
Utrecht, Gelderland, and Overijssel, only one of which: was still resisting the 
enemy—ignoring the protests of Zeeland and Friesland, and in the absence 
of Groningen, resolved to:send back De Groot to sign away the: Generality 
Lands and offer a large war indemnity, made an abject impression, further 
inflaming popular indignation. As it happened, Louis was unimpressed also, 
and, on Louvois’s advice, sent De Groot back empty-handed, pronouncing 
the regents’ offer insufficient, demanding besides much’-of the Nijmegen 
quarter and public toleration of the Catholic faith throughout the Republic. 
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The populace were now thoroughly aroused. In Amsterdam, there was 
further popular pressure, through June and July, but mostly without the 
unruly scenes, and sporadic violence, which marked the disturbances 
elsewhere.'* By contrast at Dordrecht, where, as at Rotterdam, popular fury 
with the regents was especially intense, there were massive demonstrations 
which soon compelled the vroedschap to agree to vote to set aside the 
Perpetual Edict and elevate the Prince to the stadholderate.'5 On 29 June, 
serious rioting erupted in Schiedam, Rotterdam, Gouda, and Delft. At 
Schiedam, Orangist banners were unfurled, the streets filled with demonstra- 
tors, and Burgomaster Willem Nieuwpoort (who, together with Van Bever- 
ningk, had negotiated the undertaking to enact the Exclusion of 1654) was 
attacked and beaten. At Rotterdam, crowds denounced the six ‘traitors’ 
who wanted to hand the country over to the French—Pieter de Groot, 
Willem van de Aa, Johan Pesser, Arent Sonmans, Willem Bisscop, and 
Adriaen Vroesen. Again women played a notable part in the disturbances, '® 
as did the militia who closed the city gates against a force of cavalry, sent 
by the States of Holland, to restore order. The homes of Burgomasters van 
der Aa and Sonmans were plundered. Here too, the main cry was for setting 
aside the Perpetual Edict and elevation of the Prince. 

At Gouda, furious peasants, whose land had been flooded, joined with 
artisans, and working women, to take control of the streets; the Prince came 
in person to persuade the peasants to leave. Delft was also seized by a 
combination of women, workmen, and peasants, stiffened with out-of-work 
fishermen pouring in from Schiedam and Delftshaven.'? The crowds 
swamped the town hall, forcing the regents to set aside the Perpetual Edict 
and vote for restoration of the stadholderate. There was unrest also at 
Haarlem (where the opulent house of a cousin of De Witt, Van Sypestein, 
was pillaged), Leiden, and Monnikendam. In several small towns, such as 
Hoorn, Gorcum, Purmerend, and Brill, the vroedschap was compelled to 
renounce the Perpetual Edict by the militia alone, without popular interven- 
tion. There were also riots in Zeeland, at Middelburg, Flushing, and Veere. 

Populace and militia had often played a part in the past, notably in 1566, 
1572, 1576-7, the 1580s, .and 1617-18. But 1672 was different. This was the 
first time widespread unrest, encouraged by political agitators, shaped 
events in a sustained fashion, over a period of months. Of course, both main 
party-factions in Dutch life were undemocratic in that they saw no regular 
place for the people, or militias, in provincial or civic politics. Nevertheless, 
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the pamphlet literature of 1672;.and subsequent party-faction propaganda, 
show that there was a difference of attitude, between the blocs, towards the 
people. The States party-faction stressed the absolute authority of the 
States, deploring any constraint on the sway of the regents, whether from 
the Generality, or from below. States party writers subsequently condemned 
the popular movement of 1672 as something illegitimate, and dangerous, 
often with some allusion to Middelburg being taken over by peasants and 
Delft by. ‘fishermen’.'® By contrast, Orangist publicists styled the: populace 
‘true patriots’, an invaluable check (on occasion) to regent presumption, 
hinting that, at least in emergency situations, popular intervention did not 
lack legitimacy. For it was the people who made the Prince Stadholder in 
July 1672, transforming the structure of power. 

Zeeland made William III Stadholder on 2 July. The next day, thoroughly 
intimidated, the States of Holland: set aside the Perpetual Edict and 
proclaimed Orange Stadholder of Holland. Six days later William took the 
required oath. The disturbances continued, however, especially at Dor, 
drecht and at Rotterdam, where De Groot and Adriaen Vroesen were 
threatened by the mob. De Groot moved about under militia guard, and a 
guard was placed at his house; even so, his position became impossible and, 
later in the month, he fied to Antwerp.'? On 11 July riots erupted at 
Zierikzee and Tholen in which, again, fishermen and peasants, streaming in 
from outside, played a large part.” The Zierikzee regents were compelled to 
follow Tholen and Goes and allow representatives of. the guilds and 
consistory to sit in and observe what was said in meetings of the vroedschap. 

For a few days after becoming Stadholder, the Prince supported the 
sitting town governments, trying to calm the unrest. But it soon emerged 
that restoration of the stadholderate, and the decision to go on with the war, 
and wage it more vigorously, were only part of what the adherents of ‘Prince 
and Fatherland’ were pressing for. Popular Orangist ideology ruled the 
streets, an ideology which condemned the ‘Louvestein faction’ as ‘traitors’ 
and enemies of the public Church, champions ' of. toleration. for Catholics 
and dissenters, who had abandoned Brazil:and committed innumerable 
other crimes against the ‘Fatherland’. The flood of printed pamphlets 
circulating during July and August 1672 condemning the persons and 
principles of the ‘Loevestein faction’ shows that the political impulse behind 
the popular movement went far deeper than a mere desire for the elevation 
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of Orange. Militias and guilds wanted changes in the character of civic 
government.” 

The return of Jan Kievit to Rotterdam. was greeted with rowdy enthusi- 
asm, in the city, and followed by further attacks on the houses of unpopular 
regents. The Rotterdam militia began pressing for the purging of nine States 
party regents from the vroedschap. There were more. disturbances at Dor- 
drecht, with the homes of two leading States party regents being sacked. 
During the third week of July, the Prince ceased supporting the sitting 
magistracies, motivated possibly more. by anxiety to restore order quickly, 
without diverting troops, than desire for revenge. At Amsterdam there were 
further disturbances early in August, with the civic militia showing itself 
more .and more antagonistic to the ‘Loevestein faction’, who were still the 
majority in the vroedschap if one counted both the De Graeff and Hooft 
factions as “Loevesteiners’. 

The resurgence of unrest reached its peak in late August and early 
September.,De Witt had ceased playing an active role in events since he was 
wounded in a knife attack, at The Hague, on 21 June. He laid down his 
office as Pensionary of Holland on 4 August, ‘all his vast plans in ruin; the 
principles of his conduct of affairs destroyed, and amid a change of scene 
so bewildering that he could only play the part of a mute or fool where once 
he had led the company’.” 

In rioting at The Hague, on 20 August, De Witt and his brother, Cornelis, 
were caught by an angry crowd which included a number of militiamen, 
outside the prison, opposite the Binnenhof. They were beaten, stabbed, and 
shot to death. The corpses were dragged to a nearby scaffold and pulled up 
by the feet to be displayed to the people, and then mutilated, parts being 
roasted and eaten in a frenzy of cannibalistic hatred. The brothers De Witt 
were dead. But, as one observer noted, amid it all, order was ‘maintained 
amidst disorder’. No one else appears to have been killed at The Hague and 
it is an astonishing fact that, throughout the months of disorder affecting 
most of the Holland and Zeeland towns, only a handful of people were 
killed and that.the violence, on the whole, was both carefully directed and 
restrained. - 

The slaughter of the brothers De Witt lent new impetus to the popular 
movement throughout Holland. Backed by large demonstrations, the 
Rotterdam militia captains forced the convening of the vwroedschap, on 
22 August, and removal of the remaining ‘traitors’.*? The men purged by 
the militia—Van der Aa, Bisschop, Pesser, Paets, and Vroesen—were 
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undoubtedly supporters of De Witt and his regime, but were also regarded 
as the defenders of toleration and chief protectors of the Collegiants, 
Remonstrants, and other dissenters. Fearful of being attacked, the Collegi- 
ants suspended their gatherings for several weeks. After consulting the 
Prince, the vroedschap vacancies were filled with avowed Orangists and 
orthodox Calvinists. 

On 27 August the States of Holland empowered the Stadholder to 
‘persuade, dispose, and, if necessary, oblige’ such changes in the town 
councils as he should deem necessary to restore order.. The Prince delegated 
this task to two close confidants, his treasurer, Johan Wierts, and‘a member 
of the Hof of Holland, Albrecht Nierop. It was during the days just before 
the main series of purges—between 5 and 8 September—that the popular 
movement reached its climax with a series of massive demonstrations at 
Delft, Leiden, Haarlem, and Amsterdam. These largely non-violent insur- 
rections demanded the purging of the ‘Loevestein faction’ from public life 
but also presented the town councils with mass petitions, or ‘requests of the 
burghers’, ranging over a variety of issues.**. These ‘requests’ were, in part, 
political. Those who convened the burgher and militia meetings which drew 
up the petitions, mostly professional men—lawyers, printers, or, like the 
Amsterdam writer Abraham Poot, doctors—aspired to tie regent govern- 
ment more closely to certain attitudes among the middling strata of the: 
citizenry. They demanded restoration of the ancient privileges, and inde- 
pendence, of the civic militias,*> regarding these as the principal check on 
regent power, and mouthpiece for the citizenry as a whole, which, in the 
past, had rightly wielded influence in city government, not least in Amster- 
dam, in 1578, when the militias had taken the lead in changing the 
vroedschap and giving Amsterdam its Reformed: character. Here was that 
hint of democratic tendencies which, by 1672, was an integral feature of 
Dutch Orangism. 

Some of the ‘requests’ also confirm the importance of confessional 
attitudes, and church politics, in shaping the popular movement. At 
Amsterdam, as at Rotterdam, many leading States party figures had been 
cool towards the Reformed Church and, during the 1660s, Collegiants and 
other dissenters had gained ground and more freedom. The petitioners 
wanted more firm Calvinists in the town’ councils and more Reformed 
‘content in town government. The printer of several of the Rotterdam 
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Orangist-Voetian pamphlets, and requests, was Johannes Borstius, son of 
the preacher who was one of the chief instigators of agitation in the city. 

The. purges. carried--out: under the Prince’s direction attracted much 
attention during September 1672.. The process began at Dordrecht, on 9 
September, fourteen out of the forty members of the vwroedschap being 
replaced. These included those who had been particular targets of popular 
denunciation but by: no-means all those who had supported the previous 
regime. At Delft, the next day, half of the vroedschap of forty were changed. 
At Amsterdam, also on: 10 September, ten members of the thirty-six were 
replaced. These did notiinclude Valckenier and others who had jumped on 
the Orangist bandwagon in the summer of 1672, nor some moderate 
republicans, but only the out-and-out republicans of the De Graeff faction.”® 
At Leiden and Haarlem there was relatively little to do, only five regents in 
the first case, and one in the second, being removed. At Gouda, too, the 
purge was relatively light, only six vroedschap members being changed. 

The removal of republican regents took place also in the smaller Holland 
towns, though not in all cases. At Brill, eight out of eighteen vroedschap 
members were changed, at Schoonhoven, nine. At Hoorn, too, the purge 
was extensive, but, at Purmerend, even though the militia drew up a 
petition, demanding that personages ‘who followed the maxims of Mr Jan 
de Witt’ should not continue in the vroedschap, the Stadholder made no 
change.”” At Monnikendam, among the most embattled of the small towns, 
the Prince removed twelve regents. But at Schiedam, also a town where 
there was much disturbance, only Burgomaster Nieuwpoort was replaced. 

In several Zeeland towns there were extensive purges in response to a 
widespread movement of popular protest. At Zierikzee, long a centre of 
States party-faction sentiment, eight regents were changed by the Stad- 
holder, at the prompting of the militia. By contrast, at Middelburg, the 
purge resulted not from the Stadholder’s intervention but directly by 
pressure of the guilds, which were traditionally stronger there than in the 
Holland towns; seven regents were removed, by guild pressure, despite the 
Prince’s disapproval of the way that this was effected.” 

No less significant than the question of who was removed was that of 
whom the Prince put in. Here a distinction has to be made between 
Amsterdam and other towns. For at Amsterdam, there was no Orangist 
bloc, and there it was less Orange than Valckenier who selected the new 
men; six of the newcomers at Amsterdam, including Valckenier’s protégé, 
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Louis Trip, were élite merchants.” But elsewhere; the purges led to ideologi- 
cal change and the strengthening of the Prince’s authority. In Rotterdam,:a 
city where, as in Utrecht and Leiden, ideological:pressures were acute,” the 
new men were, reportedly, less wealthy than those they had supplanted, but 
tended to be zealous Orangists and Voetians, among. them the former 
conspirator Johan Kievit, who now became town pensionary in place of De 
Groot. From 1672 onwards, for many years, Rotterdam remained under the 
sway of the Orangist-Voetian bloc. Dordrecht, too; now remained subser- 
vient to the Prince for a considerable period. Everywhere the republicans, 
the ‘Louvestein faction’, subsided into defeat and humiliation. :: 
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FROM THE ‘YEAR OF DISASTER’ TO THE PEACE OF 
NIJMEGEN, 1672-1678 


he catastrophe of June 1672 was followed by further defeats. In July, 

the French captured Nijmegen, and part of north Brabant, whilst the 
Munsterites overran Coevorden, Drenthe, and much of Groningen. By late 
summer, the greater part of the Republic was in French, or Munsterite, 
hands and the rest gripped by riots and political turmoil. The only province 
both unoccupied and untouched by rioting was Friesland. But even there 
there was profound unease, voiced especially by the Reformed preachers. 
The purging of Arminianen, as they were still commonly called, from the 
town councils of Holland and Zeeland, under pressure from a popular 
movement convinced that the ‘Loevesteiners’ had betrayed the Fatherland, 
through corruption, blatant negligence of the country’s defences bordering 
on treachery, and designing to ‘change the Reformed religion, as established 
by the Synod of Dordrecht, and restore to the Papists free exercise of their 
religion’, caused strong reverberations also in Friesland.’ Preachers, and 
‘reformateurs’, demanded thoroughgoing reform of the administration of 
the province and a drive against corruption. The criticism worried both the 
Delegated States and, more generally, the Frisian nobility who, since the 
middle of the seventeenth century, were more and more gaining a strangle- 
hold over the province’s rural magistracies. At this juncture, Friesland’s 
great jurist Ulricus Huber published, anonymously, at Franeker, where he 
was professor of law, a much noticed pamphlet calling for calm and 
proclaiming that the politics, and constitution, of Friesland were entirely 
different from those of Holland and that disaster would ensue, if the 
disorder, and disrespect for authority, gripping Holland, should spread to 
Friesland.” 
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Conditions in the occupied areas rapidly deteriorated. Groningen became 
a war zone with the city under siege. The countryside of Gelderland, 
Overijssel, and Utrecht, and also Drenthe and States Brabant, was ravaged 
by enemy soldiery, even though their commanders were at some pains to 
restrain the pillage and rape which ensued. The fine mansions and country 
villas along the River Vecht, the ‘Arcadia’ of the Amsterdam patriciate, 
between Utrecht and Muiden, were plundered and ruined.? Economic 
activity, almost everywhere in the inland areas, was severely disrupted.‘ 
Additional dislocation was caused by the flight of numerous magistrates and 
office-holders, from both town and countryside. French military governors, 
in the occupied zone, issued proclamations ordering absent burgomasters 
and magistrates to return to their posts, threatening dismissal if they failed 
to comply. This posed a thorny dilemma. If office-holders resumed their 
normal duties, they risked being branded as collaborators and incurring the 
Stadholder’s displeasure. If they disobeyed, and stayed away, as many did, 
they risked losing not only their offices, but property and influence as well. 
Numerous nobles, and magistrates from inland areas, did seek refuge in 
Holland, only returning after the French evacuation. Others stayed without 
permanently compromising their reputations, among them Everard van 
Weede van Dijkvelt (1626-1702), in Utrecht, later one of William TII’s 
closest confidants. But those who remained, under the French, and had 
previous links with the States party-faction, did tend to be discredited, 
among them Lambert van Velthuysen, in the city of Utrecht, and thé 
nobleman Godard Willem, heer van Welland, who eventually became leader 
of the anti-Orangist wing of the Utrecht ridderschap.* 

After the purges, the young Stadholder held the States of Holland and 
Zeeland firmly in his grip. Of 460 regents in Holland, in 1672, he had 
replaced 130 as politically undesirable. Some never subsequently regained 
their previous influence, including the once powerful De Graeff family, at 
Amsterdam, and those so closely identified with the De Witt regime that 
they had felt obliged to flee abroad. Besides Pieter de Groot, the former 
Rotterdam burgomasters Pesser, Vroesen, and Gael, together with their 
families, all found refuge in Antwerp.° Large sums of regent, as well as 
merchant, capital left the Republic in 1672. 

But if many were removed Orange could not abolish the division of the 
regent body into rival ideological and clientage blocs. In the first place, by 
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no means all adherents of the ‘maxims of De Witt’ were purged. In the 
second, many new men put into vroedschappen were fresh to municipal 
government and lacked the experience, influence, and often also the time to 
manage public affairs. Furthermore, as Pieter de Groot observed, depriving 
locally influential family networks of offices and perquisites, to which they 
were accustomed, and deemed themselves. entitled, was bound, in the 
broader context of civic society, to intensify rather than suppress party- 
factional acrimony.’ Finally, the ideological roots of rivalry between the 
factional blocs—the tension between opposing wings of the public Church, 
and controversies over toleration and discipline, in society—were: too 
pervasive for any purge to obviate the tendency to polarize, whether at local, 
provincial, or Generality level. 

The Stadholder’s purges ended the rioting and political. turmoil; but the 
disturbances of the summer of. 1672 left a lasting impression. on Dutch 
society and not least on the political élites themselves.* The spectacle of mass 
insurrection against unpopular office-holders and policies excited ambition 
in some, and anxiety in others, which did not simply vanish in September 
1672. Veteran: observers such as De Groot or Huber, men deeply attached 
to the institutional forms of the Republic, and convinced of the rightness, 
and advantages, of rule by a narrow, wealthy, entrenched oligarchy, 
detested popular pressure in politics as a menace to the Republic they 
extolled,’ but at the:same time perceived the Republic to be a benefit for all. 
Restating his republican credo in his letters, early in 1673, De Groot 
remained as convinced:as ever that republics are superior to monarchies and 
that the universally envied prosperity of the Dutch derived largely from their 
republican system of government.’ Only republics, in:-his eyes, could 
guarantee liberty of conscience, and security of private possessions, func- 
tions he deemed the twin pillars of prosperity, the inestimable advantages 
the Dutch state bestowed on ‘its subjects. For De Groot ‘liberté de 
conscience et la sQreté des biens’ were the essence of the Republic, and the 
essence of his republicanism was his belief that ‘il est impossible que cette 
liberté, et cette sdreté, demeure sous le gouvernement d’un souverain’."' But 
could stability return under a Stadholder who had stripped many Holland 
regents of their posts? De Groot argued that.such purges undermined the 
Republic, whatever. their short-term. effects: For by driving rivalry, and 
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contention, deeper into civic society, and rendering civic government more 
factional, the rival political-blocs were compelled more and more to respond to 
pressures from, and enlist support among, the people, generating instability. « 

De Groot held that. William III’s coup could not lead to stable govern- 
ment, for. several reasons. In the first place, it was improbable the initially 
great popularity of the Stadholder, erupting with such tumultuous force in 
1672, could last. During the De Witt years, he argued, Holland’s trade and 
shipping had flourished more than before.'* This was true and remained a 
staple contention of States party writers subsequently. But now, instead of 
the prosperity and expansion of the:De Witt years, the population suffered 
war, dislocation, and hardship. The purged States of Holland had no choice 
but to pile on heavier and heavier taxation. Furthermore, not only Men- 
nonites, Remonstrants; and Catholics, but also the Cocceian wing of the 
public Church, was afraid that the new regime might heed the call of the 
Voetian bloc to curb toleration and dissent. By February 1673, according 
to De Groot, ‘there were already signs of a popular reaction against 
Stadholder, Orangists,.and Voetian preachers.'? He warned that if purged 
regents remained barred from civic government there was a real danger their 
anger would coalesce with popular discontent and the grievances of the 
Catholics, Remonstrants, and Mennonites who, he claimed, all supported 
the States party-faction. The.result would be a new age of disorder and strife 
such as had poisoned the life of the Italian republics in the:era of the Guelfs 
and Ghibellines, and the north Netherlands during the later Middle Ages: 
‘toute la province se-séparera’, he predicted, ‘en deux parties tel qu’ont été 
autrefois les Houx et Cabelliaux.’4 

The underlying. tension in the Dutch Republic—political, social, and 
ideological—remained. What William ILI did achieve with his coup of 1672 
was a greater leverage over Holland, and a more dominant position in 
politics, than any Stadholder had had, with the possible exception only of 
Maurits, in the years 1618-25, in the history of the Republic. But even 
where the Prince’s authority was unassailably entrenched there was a 
tendency, from the outset, for his favourites, and their often corrupt 
methods, to provoke disgruntlement which, in some degree, filtered through 
to the town councils. At Hoorn, thirteen regents. were purged by ‘the 
Stadholder, in 1672. The Prince’s subsequent strategy was to rely heavily on 
his local favourite—Francois van Bredehoff—who combined the offices of 
schout and burgomaster with various lesser posts and a directorship in the 
VOC. Van Bredehoff packed the vroedschap with staunch Orangists, even 
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bringing in, in 1681, one of the assailants who had knifed De Witt; in June 
1672.'5 But his corrupt stranglehold on the town also caused resentment, 
rekindling regent antipathy to the Stadholder’s regime. At Gorcum, ‘ten 
regents were purged, and a new drost appointed, in the-shape of Lodewijk 
Huygens (a son of Constantijn), an underling of the Prince who at the same 
time restored the drost’s former powers curtailed in 1650.'° But Huygens’s 
blatantly corrupt regime provoked indignation, some of which, before long, 
rubbed off on to the Stadholder. The Holland regents of the De. Witt. era 
may have been corrupt too. But it was not long before many observers 
concluded that the Stadholder’s underlings were decidedly worse and..by 
concentrating local power in few hands, were forging petty despotisms and 
creating more disorder and resentment than their predecessors. 

Placing favourites at the helm and excluding the men of the past proved 
easier in small and medium-sized towns than in the chief Holland towns 
where the Stadholder’s influence was inherently: less. In large towns, 
pressure to erode the Prince’s grip and secure greater independence arose as 
early as 1673. At Delft, the vroedschap tried, in November 1673, to reinstate 
several ‘regents removed the previous year, which led to the question of the 
purged regents being. discussed in the States of Holland.” The Prince, 
professing to want to keep them out only so as to avoid a resurgence of 
popular unrest, warned the States, and Delft specifically, that he did not 
wish any of those he had-removed to be brought back in, declaring that only 
‘honourable patriots’, with no links with the previous regime, should: be 
appointed. Delft complied but grudgingly and, before long, it was obvious 
that the Stadholder’s leverage in the town was slipping. The next year he 
reprimanded the vroedschap for electing three men of whom: he disap- 
proved." Besides. Delft and Amsterdam (over which no Stadholder exerted 
much influence), other large towns where Orange’s influence rapidly waned 
included «Leiden, which had. since 1618 been solidly Orangist, but now 
became increasingly fertile ground for republican views; and Middelburg, 
where the 1672 changes had been directed by local opponents of Veth,:-not 
by the Stadholder.. The effect of the purge at Middelburg had been to 
weaken the: Veth, and bolster the Thibault, grouping; this led, in the 
mid-1670s, to Middelburg developing into a haven for republican ideas and 
Cocceian theology.'? 
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Whilst much ‘of the Republic remained under French, and Munsterite, 
occupation, opposition to the Stadholder remained muted. Attention fo- 
cused on the war. Almost miraculously, the Republic was saved. Despite the 
initial shambles, the ‘water-line’ held. From the autumn of 1672, the French 
found all routes into Holland blocked. Alliances signed: by the States 
General, with the Emperor and Brandenburg, in 1672, bore fruit late in the 
year, when the advance of Imperialist and Brandenburg forces, on Cologne, 
forced Louis to divert part of his army to the south. Over the winter of 
1672-3, the Dutch defences hardened. Marshal Luxembourg, commanding 
the. French army in the Republic, after Louis’s departure, had a brief 
opportunity when the inundated land thwarting his advance froze solid, but 
was unable to concentrate his troops with sufficient speed. He belatedly 
thrust forward with 10,000 men, penetrating as far as Zwammerdam, near 
Leiden, before a sudden thaw forced him back. 

During 1673, England and France mounted a combined effort to crush 
the Republic at sea. His defensive campaign of that year was, arguably, De 
Ruyter’s greatest achievement.” Under his leadership, the Dutch navy 
reached the peak of its effectiveness as a fighting force. Assailed in the 
Zeeland shallows, early in June, by an overwhelmingly superior Anglo- 
French fleet, of seventy-six sail, mounting 4,812 guns, De Ruyter exploited 
his greater speed and manceuvrability to thwart and batter the allies. In-a 
second battle, off Zeeland, a week later, the result was the same. In the third 
and final trial of strength, the English and French threw everything into 
clearing a path for a seaborne invasion of Holland, An English expedition- 
ary force gathered at Yarmouth, ready to embark should De Ruyter be 
beaten. The English and French came on together eighty-six sail, mounting 
5,386 guns. De Ruyter engaged, off Texel, with a far smaller fleet, mounting 
3,667 guns. For eleven hours a continuous thunder of guns could be heard 
in much of North Holland, a sombre backdrop to the special prayers in the 
churches. Again De Ruyter pulled it off, shattering enough of the English 
three-deckers to force abandonment of the offensive. The effect of the three 
‘victories of 1673 was far-reaching. In England, the setbacks, combined with 
the impact of the Dutch privateering. campaign, on English seaborne 
commerce, not only in home waters, but off North America, Spain, and in 
the Caribbean, an impact considerably greater than in the previous two 
Anglo-Dutch Wars,”' made it impossible for Charles II to continue. English 
trade and shipping were severely disrupted and, in some sectors, paralysed, 
rendering the war so unpopular in England that Charles had no alternative 
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but to withdraw. The Anglo-Dutch peace of February 1674 reflected the 
Dutch successes at sea.” The treaty, despite the Dutch collapse in 1672, 
brought England no gains at all. 

Meanwhile, in August. 1673, Spain entered the war, alongside the Em- 
peror and the Republic, compelling the French further to reduce their army 
in the United Provinces and enabling William III to. take the offensive. His 
first success was the capitulation of the 3,000-man French garrison, holding 
Naarden. Later in the autumn, Imperialist and Dutch forces invaded the 
electorate of Cologne, which finally forced the French to evacuate their 
positions on the ‘water-line’ and withdraw to the IJssel. Catholic mass was 
celebrated in.the Dom, at Utrecht, for the last time on the morning the 
French pulled out; hours later, a citizen mob poured into the cathedral, 
stripped the images, paintings, and vestments and heaped them all on a 
bonfire outside. 

Two months after England, Minster was forced into a comparably 
humiliating withdrawal from the war.” Until the autumn of 1673, the 
prince-bishop had confidently expected to annex not only Grol, Bredevoort, 
Lichtenvoorde, and Borculo, but also Westerwolde and Lingen.. But: under 
the peace of April 1674 he was forced to abandon everything and all his 
claims. In May 1674, the French evacuated the IJssel line and the whole of 
Gelderland and Overijssel. As they marched out of Arnhem, the Reformed 
citizenry poured into the main church, stripped the.altar and images, hung 
a large orange banner ‘as a sign of joy’ from the spire, and held a 
thanksgiving service. Dutch troops reoccupied the strongholds the French 
vacated and helped prevent reprisals against the Catholic population. Dutch 
troops also reoccupied the county of Lingen.* 

Thus far William III had consolidated his popularity and prestige through 
his resolute conduct of the country’s defence. With the recovery of the [Jssel 
line, Gelderland, and Overijssel, the Stadholder’s authority and power in the 
Republic were at their peak. By June 1674, of all his Dutch conquests, Louis 
retained only the two fortress towns of Grave and Maastricht. The Dutch 
army had improved dramatically in two years and was now again a large 
and efficient force. The Republic had alliances which shielded it from any 
possible resumption of the French invasion. There.was general praise of the 
young Prince. Prompted by Fagel, the Stadholder’s right-hand man in the 
States, Haarlem proposed, in January 1674, that the stadholderate of 
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Holland now be made both perpetual and hereditary in the male line of the 
house of Orange-Nassau. The States of Holland unhesitatingly voted in 
favour. 

Yet William’s very success in defending the country, and consolidating the 
stadholderate, prepared the ground for a renewal of opposition to his 
authority. With its back against the wall, the Republic had shown unsus- 
pected reserves of resilience. But ending the: peril which had forced the 
regents to submit to the Prince and unstintingly support the war created a 
securer atmosphere in which it was conceivable again to fear an overmighty 
Stadholder and the threat to ‘freedom’. From the summer of :1674, the man 
in the street lost interest in what now seemed a remote and irrelevant war 
and began to wonder why he should go on paying the high taxes required 
for its continuance. 

With the end of the French occupation, and prospect of reintegrating 
Utrecht, Gelderland, and:Overijssel, party-factional and ideological tensions 
revived. On the entry of Dutch troops into Utrecht, in November 1673, part 
of the Reformed citizenry drew up a petition resembling those submitted in 
the Holland towns in the summer of 1672, complaining that the ‘old regents’ 
had mismanaged the affairs of the city, neglected the public Church, and 
permitted an ‘excessive’ degree of toleration.”* The States General suspended 
all the colleges of the provincial government—States, Delegated States, Hof, 
ridderschap, and city council—pending an investigation of their conduct 
under the French, to be conducted by the Stadholder: The consequence was 
a power vacuum, which lasted until early 1674, in which virulent party- 
factional ideological strife flourished. Dubbed ‘those of the Voetian 
community’ by their opponents, the Utrecht petitioners labelled their 
adversaries ‘Arminians’, ‘libertines’, and foes of Stadholder. and public 
Church, who had backed De Witt and the Perpetual Edict, surrendered too 
promptly to the French, tolerated Catholics and dissenters, and oppressed 
the “Voetian’ consistory and preachers.’ 

The States General agreed to readmit the three recently liberated provin- 
ces to the Union, in April 1674; but, at the same time, required them to 
submit to changes to their provincial systems of government which the 
‘Generality, on the recommendation of the Stadholder, deemed advisable.” 
The States General thus not only authorized the Stadholder to purge those 
of whose conduct he disapproved, from the provincial assemblies, and lesser 
colleges, of the three provinces, but entrusted him with revising their 
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procedures, enabling him to:secure greater leverage than any previous 
Stadholder had-had. Altogether 120 office-holders were removed, under the 
Prince’s supervision, in Utrecht alone, a much higher number, in propor- 
tion, than had been purged in Holland and Zeeland, in 1672.79 Twenty-one 
regents, among them Lambert van Velthuysen, were removed from the city 
council alone. The new general reglement for the province of Utrecht was 
drawn up by William and his advisers and then instantly approved by the 
(then four voting provinces of the) States General. Numerous office-holders 
and regents were summarily dismissed from their posts also in Gelderland 
and Overijssel. But.in these provinces, instituting the new reglementen was 
delayed for many months by the onset of the campaigning season. 

During these months, ‘before finalization of the new regime in the east, the 
Prince’s friends were extremely active building his, and their, influence, and 
advancing the Orangist-Voetian bloc. With the ground well prepared, 
Orange attended the Gelderland quarter assemblies, and then the full 
gathering of the States, in January 1675. Amid a swirl of effusive deference, 
the States of Gelderland proffered the Prince the title of “duke of Gelder- 
land’ and formal sovereignty over their province. The move was bound to 
‘create.a sensation throughout the Republic. But the response was not what 
the Prince had expected. Despite earlier indications that the Louvestein 
faction was reviving somewhat, Orange and his supporters were astounded 
by the force: of the negative response, in Holland and Zeeland especially. 
Some of this was voiced by regents, and the Stadholder noted with 
displeasure that many of those: whom he had refrained from purging, in 
1672, thinking that. henceforth their deference to his wishes was assured, 
were among the most vocal.® But the real opposition flowed from deeper 
down, from the higher and middle strata of civic society. The merchants of 
Amsterdam were reportedly appalled that the Stadholder should aspire to 
sovereign. power over’ Gelderland, taking the view that the vesting of 
‘sovereign power in.a hereditary ruler, rather than the States, was detrimen- 
tal to business and financial confidence. Rumours circulated that conferring 
the title of ‘duke. of Gelderland’ was merely a first step towards: princely 
sovereignty: over all.the United Provinces which, among other effects, 
precipitated a slide im States of Holland bonds'.on the Amsterdam. Ex- 
change.** Despite all this,.the Stadholder, given his grip over the: smaller 
towns of Holland, could have forced compliance with his wishes had it been 
worth the expenditure of political capital. But as it was, the affair served 
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only to reveal the limitations of the Stadholder’s influence in the larger 
towns. Not only Amsterdam, but also Delft, Leiden, and Haarlem, opposed 
acceptance of the ducal title. At Amsterdam, Valckenier and Hooft—usually 
at odds—joined forces to present.a united front. The Amsterdam vroedschap 
were reported to be ‘very positive and resolute in their opinion of dissuading 
the Prince from it, showing that it was a direct breach of the Union’. A 
majority was mustered, in the States of Holland, in favour of the Prince’s 
acceptance; only six towns voted against, and ‘it was not allowed that each 
town’s opinion should be represented to the Prince’, But Amsterdam 
ignored this, sending the Prince a missive with the reasons ‘there deduced 
against His Highness accepting the Dukedom’.” 

If the Prince was displeased by Holland’s reaction, he was incensed by 
that of Zeeland. There, too, the public played an important part, revealing 
unexpectedly strong republican tendencies. As in the days of De Witt, the 
towns split three against three, Flushing, Veere, and Tholen siding with the 
Prince's friends and Middelburg, Zierikzee, and Goes against.*» Replying to 
the objections expressed by the States of Zeeland, the Prince did not trouble 
to hide his pique. This proved a further blunder. For his reply was published 
and, reportedly, ‘lost him in a great measure the affection of that province 
and of the people, who cry up their magistrates for their advice to the Prince 
and assure them they will stick by them’.¥ 

The business of the ‘sovereignty of Gelderland’ proved a costly mistake 
on Orange’s part. The Prince’s having travelled to Gelderland, ‘in person’, 
one observer commented, ‘is held a great imbecillity, whereas, if he had sent 
for. them to come to The Hague, and refused ‘this offer, without the advice 
of any, he would have gained all mens esteeme’.*> The Louvesteiners gained 
a psychological and propaganda victory, having swayed many to ‘look now 
upon the Prince as a man of great dissimulation, and of great ambition, but, 
since the businesse of Guelderland, not of that: prudent conduct he was 
esteemed for’.2° The Prince’s faux pas elicited a spate of satirical comment, 
and pasquinades, which incensed the regime.*’ One tract, sarcastically 
referring to the Stadholder as ‘His Majesty King William III’, caused such 
offence that the States of Holland offered a thousand guilders for the name, 
and whereabouts, of the printer. Orangists, incensed that ‘we daily find more 
and more that evil. persons are busy spreading rumours among the good 
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inhabitants’, alleging the Stadholder aspired to ‘souvereiniteyt’ over the 
Fatherland, accused the Prince’s critics of attempting to sow dissension and 
render the populace unwilling to pay taxes. The States: General issued a 
stern placard, forbidding any person to say, or repeat, that the Prince 
aspired to sovereignty over the provinces, under threat of severe punish- 
ment.** The United Provinces had never allowed free speech in the modern 
sense: dissenters were not permitted to speak ill of the public Church, 
anti-Trinitarians to deny the Trinity, Jews to dispute Christianity, blasphe- 
mers to blaspheme, and, in many towns, swearing was subject to municipal 
fines; nor was it allowed to speak disrespectfully of the political authorities. 
But this was the first placard which sought to muzzle political discussion as 
such. 

The Prince appeared before the States of Gelderland, on 20 February 
1675, at Arnhem, declining the ducal title, on the grounds that acceptance 
would create misunderstanding as to his intentions. But he was none the less 
thorough, for that, in completing his purge and. devising a new reglernent 
for Gelderland, appropriating, as Stadholder, an unprecedented degree of 
control at every level. In all, 126 members of town councils were replaced 
with known Orangists as the Stadholder’s managers, the new men: being 
selected.in consultation with the militias, and colleges of representatives of 
the guilds.. The reg/ement assured the Prince the main say in appointing most 
provincial and: rural officers, and allowed him to nominate members of the 
colleges of gerneenslieden which chose the members of the town councils.*? 
Master of Gelderland, the Prince proceeded to assume comparable powers 
in Overijssel, where a new general reglement was imposed, at the meeting of 
the States, at Zwolle, in March. As a finishing touch to the imposing new 
edifice of the Stadholder’s power and influence, the States General, on 20 
April, declared the offices of captain- and admiral-general of the Union 
henceforth hereditary in the male line of the Prince of Orange. 

‘The Prince had never sought to flatter the people. Certainly, during 1672, 
he took advantage of popular support and worked, in some cases, with civic 
militias, against the sitting regents. But he had ignored most of the content 
of the popular petitions, and, by 1675, it was clear that Prince and people 
were drifting apart. This was, partly, inherent in the situation. But it was 
accelerated by the Prince’s sullen, misanthropic temperament which, as time 
went on, became less and less inclined to cultivate the populace. His brusque 
departure from the festivities to mark the centenary of the university of 
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Leiden, in February 1675, reportedly further estranged many ordinary folk 
in the city.” ‘Tis not.to be believed’, noted one observer, ‘how strangely the 
people’s affections are alienated since that attempt of making the Prince 
Duke of Guelderland.’*’ Where, initially, his popular appeal had been his 
foremost weapon, after 1675, William III relied chiefly on behind-the-scenes 
influence, power-of patronage, and twisting arms. His waning popularity 
was not helped by the fact that despite sizeable cuts in military spending, in 
the years 1675-6, the unprecedented scale of the state debt precluded 
reductions in taxation, a predicament which the man in the street was hardly 
likely to view understandingly. The Dutch, it was reported in London, ‘look 
back with compassion on De Witt’s fate, they begin to lament his losse, and 
consider his principles beyond what could be expected’.” 

With. the danger passed, high levels of taxation and military expenditure 
became a decisive factor shaping the political mood in the Republic. For the 
burden appeared insupportable. If De Witt and his colleagues had run the 
army, and land fortifications, down to: minimal.levels, William III and the 
States General had, in three years, restored the Republic’s status as a major 
land :power, as well as sea power.. Fortifications and equipment had vastly 
improved. Huge numbers of men were recruited, Dutch troop-strength 
rising to around 100,000 men. Generality expenditure, in 1673, exceeded 100 
million guilders or more than five times Holland’s annual revenue—despite 
the fact that half of the Republic was under enemy occupation. The army 
was trimmed to 68,000 men, by..1675, and Generality expenditure to 50 
million guilders.*? But this did nothing to alleviate the existing intense fiscal 
pressure. With Holland’s annual.revenue running at 18 million, and that of 
the Seven Provinces, at under 30 million guilders, the public debt was still 
rapidly escalating. “The expenses of this state in the warre,’ predicted Sir 
William Temple, in February 1676, ‘joyned to the diminution of their trade, 
seems to disable them from prosecuting it any: longer-than the next 
campaign.’4 The French calculated likewise. But both were wrong. Not only 
did William III keep the Republic in the war during 1676 but, for .1677, the 
army was expanded, rising to 90,000 men. 

The plight of the overseas trading system, and the rest of the economy, 
was serious. The catastrophe of 1672 had resulted in a slump of great 
severity. With the improvement in the Republic’s fortunes, during 1674, the 
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economy too revived. Yet, the recovery in. commerce, industry, and ship- 
ping, after England and Minster made peace, was only partial.’ The 
Republic was now safe but its shipping remained in grave danger, indeed, 
in a sense, more so than before; for, during 1672-4; it was so perilous to 
venture out that the States General kept the merchant and fishing fleets in 
harbour, leaving practically nothing for the English and French to capture. 
After the peace with England, Dutch shipping reappeared. But, for precisely 
that: reason; French privateers, based at. Dunkirk and St Malo, inflicted 
mounting losses on merchant shipping and the fishing fleets. There was also 
a sustained French onslaught in. the Caribbean. Consequently, the revival of 
business confidence, the Amsterdam Exchange, and the value of shares in 
the VOC and WIC, remained sluggish. In May 1675, shares in the Amster- 
dam Chamber of the VOC. were stagnant at 428 per cent of face value (see 
Table 39) while, as late as March 1676, States of Holland bonds languished 
at only 80 per.cent of face value.“ 

Orange ‘needed to shore up his domestic support, and the public’s 
willingness to stick by Spain and the Emperor, until France was defeated. 
In his eyes, it-was the wider political and strategic contest in Europe which 
chiefly mattered, a view of the Republic’s essential interests which diverged 
fundamentally from that of De Witt and the States party-faction. Anxious 
to sustain Dutch commitment to the war, the Prince cultivated the English 
court, hoping to embroil. England, in some measure, if only. as a mediator, 
with France. In this connection, he began pressing, early in 1676, for the 
hand of Princess Mary, daughter of the heir to the throne, James, duke of 
York. 

It was also in the hope of boosting support for the war, and his 
position more generally, that the Prince cultivated the Voetian bloc within 
the public Church. Preachers zealous for Orange, the Union, and a hardline 
Calvinist ‘stance, could, through their sermons, do much to promote 
patriotic ardour and acceptance of heavy taxation. Thus, Orange, as an 
English observer put it, in April 1675, ‘doth very much court... the 
predikants’.” This, in turn, led the Prince to intervene in the endemic strife 
between. Voetians and Cocceians which had now divided the public Church 
for virtually a quarter of a century. This he did most notably at Middelburg, 
where the wrangling was, at this time, especially virulent. Until the 1670s 
Zeeland had been the province of the Further Reformation par excellence.” 
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But there had been a marked change since 1672, due partly to the gains of 
the Thibault faction and partly to the efforts of the charismatic Johannes 
van der Waeyen, a former Voetian preacher, from Friesland,. turned 
Cocceian, who, since: 1672, had set about changing the views of the 
consistory, preachers, and populace of Middelburg with such effect, helped 
by the anti-Orangist mood, the Middelburg consistory had become pre- 
dominantly Cocceian. The result was a confrontation with the mainly 
Voetian classis of Walcheren Island, to which Middelburg was subject, 
which developed into a bitter clash, in 1676, when. the Middelburg vroed- 
schap, and consistory, appointed a well-known Cocceian, Wilhelmus 
Momma, to fill a preaching vacancy in the city against the wishes of the 
classis. The ensuing furore provided Orange with a pretext, in November, 
to intervene in person. The Prince not only expelled both Van:der Waeyen 
and Momma from Zeeland—Momma retreated to Delft where he died the 
following year—but purged six States party, pro-Cocceian members of the 
vroedschap and also the consistory. Then, the following year, ‘judging the 
consistory of Middelburg not sufficiently purged of those who were engaged 
for the said minister’, he wrote to Middelburg from his camp at Charleroy, 
ordering a further purge of Cocceian elders and deacons. Voetian views 
subsequently predominated in the. Middelburg consistory, and throughout 
Zeeland, down to William III’s death in 1702.° 

Another strategy adopted by the Prince was to extend his influence into 
Friesland, and especially Groningen and Drenthe, so as to preclude oppo- 
sition to his policies coalescing around the figure of the young: Frisian 
Stadholder, Hendrik Casimir II (Stadholder 1664-96). In the past, Princes 
of Orange had mostly collaborated closely with their cousins and counter- 
parts, the Stadholders of Friesland. But this pattern was broken, after 1672, 
by a growing tension between William III and the Frisian court. Following 
the death of Willem Frederik in 1664 (he accidentally killed himself in his 
bedroom, inspecting new pistols) his widow and cousin, Albertine Agnes, 
one of the three daughters of Frederik Hendrik, presided over the little court 
of Leeuwarden, as guardian of her 7-year-old son. He was educated to be a 
soldier and statesman but showed far less aptitude, in both capacities, than 
his older cousin who was constantly held up to -him as a model and whom 
he grew increasingly to detest.*' 

What began as personal antipathy developed into political tension, as 
Orange exploited Hendrik Casimir’s youth, and inexperience to interpose 
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his own influence ‘in what traditionally was the sphere of the Frisian 
Stadholder. This began during the French invasion, in July 1672, when the 
States General appointed Orange Stadholder.of Westerwolde, even though, 
previously, Westerwolde had invariably had the same Stadholder as Gron- 
ingen, to which Hendrik Casimir had been designated.’ Hendrik Casimir 
reached his majority in.1675, and, in the same year, the States of Friesland 
declared the stadholderate hereditary in his male line. Groningen and 
Drenthe, however, did not confer the ‘survivance’ on the count; and, in 
1676, the States of Drenthe conferred. theirs on William. Meanwhile, the 
influence of the Frisian court in the States of Groningen had greatly 
diminished. Indeed, by the mid-1670s, conditions in the province, as so often 
before, were so chaotic that the States General intervened repeatedly, to 
defend the Generality’s interests, providing Orange with further pretexts to 
extend his influence. When the Prince indicated a wish to head the States 
General commission sent to Groningen, in February 1677, to compose the 
latest rift between the city and Ommelands, it was immediately assumed that 
‘his ‘aim is to be made hereditary Stadholder of that province upon this 
occasion’.*? For the moment there was little that Hendrik Casimir could do 
to check his cousin’s influence. Even in Friesland, his authority was in 
tatters, owing to popular agitation in the towns, encouraged by Voetian 
preachers, directed against. his mother and himself, as well .as the -civic 
patriciates. Since Orange favoured. the Voetian tendency, Hendrik Casimir 
preferred Cocceian theology. In 1677, Johannes van der Waeyen, whom the 
Prince had expelled from Middelburg, was appointed to a chair at Franeker. 
Before long, Friesland’s new Cocceian professor of theology had become 
one of Hendrik Casimir’s closest advisers. 

Despite the growing unpopularity of the war, there was no effective 
opposition to Orange until 1677. During 1675-6, the Prince’s ascendancy 
remained unimpaired owing to the sparseness of the ‘commonwealth party’, 
as the English called it, in the town halls, as well as the weakness of Hendrik 
Casimir. But the ineffectiveness of the States: party-faction during those 
years turned out to be due not just to Orange’s hold over the small Holland 
towns, but also to the split in the Amsterdam city council, where the rivalry 
between Valckenier and Hooft deprived the city of much of its capacity to 
make its:weight felt. This changed in January 1677, however, when a grand 
gathering of the regent patriciate achieved a ‘friendly reconciling. of all 
differences among them’, and ‘an order for electing burgomasters’.“ In the 
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ensuing elections, of February 1677; Hooft, the real leader of the republican 
tendency at Amsterdam, emerged as presiding burgomaster with the back- 
ing of a majority of the vroedschap.> As in 1622-3, the economic slump 
helped to distance the city from the Stadholder, strengthening the States 
party bloc. 

Hooft could now orchestrate real opposition to William III’s leadership: 
There was, indeed, much to contest; for it was, by now,.abundantly clear 
how great was the contrast between the Republic, and its statecraft, under 
a dominant Stadholder, and a republican, stadholderless regime. Besides 
disquiet over the prolonging of the war for reasons which meant little to the 
man in the street, insupportably heavy taxation; and the :plight of .com- 
merce, the regents disliked the authoritarian style of the Prince’s leadership. 
This applied not only to his manipulation of provincial assemblies and 
vroedschap elections but also his foreign policy and. running of the army. 
Before 1672, a committee of States General ‘deputies.in the field’ had always 
accompanied the captain-general on campaign and participated in taking 
major military decisions. By contrast, since the fall of De Witt, ‘deputies in 
the field’ had been dispensed with and the Generality’s participation.m 
military decisions: effectively ended.*’: Similarly, the Prince’s: diplomacy 
diverged strikingly from that of the stadholderless period...Much now 
transpired informally, through unofficial envoys, reporting to;.and ‘working 
for, the Prince, rather than the Generality.* 

A frequent complaint was Orange’s ‘preferring of strangers and ‘soldiers 
of fortune in the army who may solely depend ‘upon his favour, .and 
rejecting the Netherlanders’.*° William assiduously. recruited German 
noblemen into the army, often favouring them above others, even in making 
major military decisions, especially trusting Georg Friedrich, count ‘von 
Waldeck. William’s Dutch favourites, above all. Hans Willem Bentinck and 
Dijkvelt, did wield influence in military, as other, matters, but again, it was 
a question of informal links, through the Stadholder, rather than formal 
military patronage in the assemblies and Raad.van State. Finally, Orange 
took it upon himself to assign commissions in regiments paid by .Friesland 
and Groningen, a blatant infringement, as Hendrik Casimir-saw. it, of. his 
own authority. 

.Many aspects of the new regime were open to criticism, and; early in 1677, 
as opposition stiffened, the Prince suffered a serious military setback., The 
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French had invaded the Spanish Netherlands, captured Valenciennes, and 
set siege to St Omer: William, with: 30,000. Dutch, Spanish, and Austrian 
troops, attempted to relieve the city, but was repulsed with heavy loss, in 
April, at the battle of Mont Cassel. The defeat ‘worked much to the Prince’s 
prejudice’ and encouraged disparagement of his method of running the 
army. 

By 1677, Orange’s authority. was more than.a little frayed, as was shown 
by.a further bout of turbulence in Groningen. The instability in that 
province was now more chronic than ever. While the Ommelands paid more 
than the city in taxes, the city wielded ‘halfe the authority of the province’ 
and the presence of the provincial treasury, and its officers, within its walls 
ensured. an undue influence over the province’s financial administration. 
Also unresolved was the Ommelanders’ claim to the ‘right of precedence, of 
giving their voices first, of signing and: sealing first’. The Generality 
commission sent ‘to Groningen, in. February 1677, recommended that the 
province be divided, for administrative purposes, with the Ommelands being 
permitted to set up a separate revenue chest, and receivers, and. keep 
separate tax reoords from the-city. This new Generality intervention, guided 
by Orange, ‘pleased. the Ommelands but incensed the city, which: closed 
ranks with Friesland and Hendrik Casimir to oppose the Prince. 

The vote in. the States General, permitting the Ommelands a separate 
financial administration, passed by majority vote, with Holland’s acquies- 
cence, at a-time when the States of Holland were not in session. The city of 
Groningen and Hendrik Casimir vehemently protested. On the convening 
of the States of Holland, in July, the Prince hurried back from the army, 
anxious. to “prevent any. resolution of these:States which might prove 
favourable to.the city’. The Ommelander assembly ordered that no more 
payments from the Ommelands be made to the provincial chest, in the city, 
in accordance with the Generality resolution. Hendrik Casimir thereupon 
‘ordered them the contrary’. When the Ommelanders defied their Stad- 
holder, he sent ‘officers from Groningen to seize all their chests and papers 
which they: accordingly did and carried them to the Stadhouse of that city’. 

In the States of Holland, meanwhile,.Orange and Fagel swayed the 
ridderschap and small towns but not-the large towns, ‘those of Amsterdam 
having, delivered theirs against the separation ...some other. towns, and 
among them Leiden, have taken further time to consult their principals 
upon that subject’.“" With Amsterdam and Leiden joining Friesland in 
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blocking the Generality decision, and others wavering, it began to look 
doubtful whether Orange would get his way. Hendrik Casimir reminded the 
States General that dividing the financial administration of a province into 
two violated the doctrine that each province was ‘sovereign as in the year 
1651 was established as a fundamental principle of the state’.” 

Orange hoped to strengthen his hand—in, and outside, the Republic—by 
clinching his long-projected marriage to Princess Mary. He left for England, 
with the permission of the States General, in October. Charles II would have 
preferred to wait until. France and the Republic had made peace, not 
wishing to be dragged into the denouement of the struggle in whatever 
capacity. But Orange persisted and the wedding took place in London, in 
November. He also persuaded Charles to participate in the peace-making 
process and help try to sway Louis to restitute, to Spain, most of the border 
fortresses he had captured. The Prince insisted on restitution of Valen- 
ciennes, Charleroi, Tournai, Kortrijk, and Oudennaarde.® An Anglo-Dutch 
treaty formalizing the new closer ‘relationship was signed at The Hague, on 
10 January 1678. 

Louis countered by exploiting the rift between the Prince and Amsterdam. 
‘He hoped to coax the States: party-faction into breaking ranks. with the 
Republic’s allies, Spain, the Emperor, and Brandenburg, and signing a 
separate peace with France. As bait, he offered Holland’s deputies at the 
Nijmegen peace congress cancellation of the-tariff list‘of 1667, to be replaced 
by that of 1664, a concession with great appeal for Holland, and especially 
Amsterdam: and Leiden, where there was now mounting anxiety at the 
slackness of trade and England’s success, as a neutral power, since 1674, in 
diverting traffic from the Republic. Peace on the basis of Colbert’s 1664 
tariff list was thus, for the Holland: towns, an offer too tempting to resist. 
In addition, Louis offered to evacuate Maastricht and return: Valenciennes 
and Tournai to the Spaniards. 

During the spring of 1678, the rift between Orange and Amsterdam 
became open and bitter.“ Burgomaster Hooft, leading the peace drive, 
swayed most Holland towns to press for acceptance of Louis’s offer. The 
Prince warned the provincial assemblies of the harm that would be done to 
the Republic’s reputation and interests, should it leave its allies in the lurch. 
For some months, he succeeded in holding up ‘the peace talks as well:as the 
large army cuts proposed by Holland.® But, during -June, the States 
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party-faction in the States of Holland, led by Hooft and Paets, secured a 
vote in the States General for the immediate cessation of hostilities. « 

Just when it seemed that Holland had won, Louis threw everything into 
confusion by announcing that he would neither lift the siege of Mons, ‘nor 
evacuate towns he had agreed to relinquish, until his ally; Sweden, received 
back most of what she had lost to Brandenburg. Incensed, the States of 
Holland promptly cancelled the cease-fire, voting that there could be no 
peace without prior evacuation of the agreed ‘barrier’ towns. On 2 August, 
the Prince, with the full backing of the States of Holland, including that of 
Hooft, advanced on Mons commanding 35,000 Dutch, Spanish, and Brand- 
enburg troops. Perceiving his error, Louis hurriedly agreed to withdraw 
from the stipulated towns and cancel the 1667 tariff list. The peace treaty, 
ending the war, was finalized at Nijmegen, soon after. Four days later, but 
lacking official confirmation of the rumours of peace, the Prince attacked 
the French lines at Mons. The battle, bloody and inconclusive, led to a bitter 
exchange of accusations of bad faith. 

The Hollanders had their political victory and prized tariff reductions. 
The latter were undoubtedly of great value to the Republic, and contributed 
substantially to the economic recovery of the 1680s. But the price was high. 
Orange’s mortification was shared by the Emperor and Spain as well as the 
Elector of Brandenburg who, owing to the separate Franco-Dutch peace, 
failed: to gain western Pomerania—France being free to support Sweden’s 
refusal to give it up.© For years afterwards the Republic was burdened with 
the reputation of being an untrustworthy ally, concerned only with its 
commercial interests. 


FROM NIJMEGEN TO THE REVOCATION OF 
THE EDICT OF NANTES, 1678-1685 


William III returned to The Hague, in August 1678, determined to repair 
his diminished authority. Europe was still tense and so was the Dutch 
domestic arena. The continuing friction between the party-factions arose 
partly from the unresolved dilemma posed by French expansionism in the 
south Netherlands and Germany. The States party-faction, in the tradition 
of De Witt, desired to consolidate and strengthen the peace, minimizing 
Franco-Dutch antagonism, believing this the surest means of safeguarding 
the Republic’s well-being and trade. They saw also that peace with France 
would dispense with the need for a large and expensive army and the web 
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of informal diplomacy woven: by the Prince. Orange and his entourage, by 
contrast, regarded the peace more as.an armed interim, pending a fresh 
conflagration, with France remaining the principal menace to the security 
of both parts of the Netherlands. 

‘This disparity of views provoked renewed wrangling:even before the 
treaty-of Nijmegen was ratified, due to fresh disputes between France and 
Spain over border localities of the Spanish Netherlands. Orange pressed the 
States General to.delay ratification, to support Spain, and put pressure on 
France, -while opponents preferred to sweep aside whatever might obstruct 
implementation of the peace. When the stipulated six weeks allowed for 
ratification had almost expired, Amsterdam threatened, out of exasperation, 
to boycott all other business until the peace was finalized, reminding regents 
apt to support the Stadholder that failure to ratify would not only 
jeopardize the peace but reverse the recent rise in VOC shares, and States 
of Holland bonds, so that they, as well as the merchants, stood to lose 
should the treaty falter. ; 

Domestic issues also contributed. to the continuing friction between the 
party-factions, including a dispute about Maastricht and the Overmaas. The 
French having only recently evacuated these localities, Orangists urged that 
their office-holders be purged, just as had those of Utrecht, Overijssel, 
Gelderland, and Drenthe. Amsterdam, by contrast, anxious to block any 
further extension of Orange’s authority, insisted this be dispensed with. On 
this issue, Orange’s sway over the small towns of Holland led to Amsterdam 
being easily defeated. Among the provinces, -Friesland and Groningen 
backed Amsterdam but the rest supported the Stadholder. The States 
General—by a majority of four provinces to two—then authorized the 
Prince to carry out the purges. 

Maastricht demonstrated, yet again, the gulf between the style and 
methods of the De Witt era and those of the revived stadholderate, where 
the form of the Republic was preserved but much of the substance changed 
and the Stadholder was able, through his political bosses, to concentrate 
power and patronage, reaching across provinces, into his own hands. 
William III’s favourites, both at provincial and local level, were often 
unpopular. But this did not, apparently, disturb the Prince, provided they 
carried out his wishes and secured him the votes he needed. He tolerated the 
blatant corruption, for which his favourites became notorious, as inherent 
in the web of influence, and clientage, on which his authority depended. 
Odijk, his proxy as First Noble, and manager, in Zeeland, son of one of 
Maurits’s illegitimate offspring, was widely detested in Zeeland.* Yet, 
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seemingly, his‘ ability.to manipulate the provincial States:remained unaffected. 
Not infrequently Middelburg, Zierikzee, and Goes, the towns which backed 
Amsterdam, in 1675, and again over the Nijmegen peace talks, in 1677, were 
overruled in the provincial assembly by four votes to three, with Odijk’s as the 
clinching vote. In Utrecht, Gelderland, and- Overijssel there was deep resent- 
ment against the new political arrangements and the Prince’s bosses.” 

While it is hard to know whether. the Prince’s favourites were especially 
corrupt by European standards of the time—for it was normal for officials 
to supplement their emoluments by means of corrupt practices at the 
expense of those under their sway—it is clear that peculation amongst 
William III’s underlings was a public issue even before the peace of 
Nijmegen, and remained so throughout his stadholderate. Since the advent 
of the stadholderless regime in 1650, a tendency towards combating official 
corruption, an incipient shift towards a more modern notion of public 
morality, seems to have heightened sensitivities among the public, enabling 
De Witt to gain politically from his reputation for rectitude. The reversion 
to more traditional methods and practices, after 1672, then resulted, it 
would appear, in a clash between expectations and reality.” 

While Odijk remained unscathed, others of Orange’s favourites scan- 
dalized opinion to the point that the Stadholder was forced to withdraw his 
favour—if only.temporarily. The extortionate practices of Lodewijk Huy- 
gens led to his being arraigned before the Hof of Holland, in 1675, and 
found. guilty, though this did not prevent his being restored as drost of 
Gorcum, in 1678. A baljuw Orange had appointed in 1672, a great enemy 
of De Witt, was ‘much talked of for having placed loose women in several 
houses of which he paid: the rent, upon condition that when any married 
persons, that might be good prey, come to them, they should give him 
Notice’. This method neatly combined extortion with the Further Reforma- 
tion; for the social stigma involved in. being prosecuted, and fined, for 
infringing municipal edicts against both ‘ordinary’ and double whoredom 
induced many men of standing to ‘redeeme themselves with great sum- 
mes rather than. undergo the infamy which the laws here impose upon 
adultery’.”" It was remarked that this-baljuw’s ‘affection to His Highnesse, 
having advanced him to his place, gave him. confidence that he would not 
lose His Highness’ support in which he now findes himself mistaken’. Even 
so, the Prince was.:extremely slow to discard even his most reprobate 
underlings. 
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Orange’s reverse at Amsterdam’s hands, in 1678, showed that if he was 
fully to restore his grip, he needed to win over some of the opposition and 
broaden his base: of support. Politically; he made several adjustments, after 
Nijmegen, aimed at narrowing the rift between the party-faction blocs, 
leading him to modify his previously inflexible attitude to regents whom he 
had purged in 1672 and his former readiness to back the Voetian stream 
within the public Church and local politics. Until 1678, the Prince resisted 
all pressure for the reinstatement of the men whom he had removed, and 
expected his underlings and allies to do likewise. Even at Amsterdam, 
Valickenier had, until 1677, vigorously opposed Hooft’s desire to bring back 
regents purged in 1672: 

By 1679, however, the Prince, aware he could not control the larger 
Holland towns, or Middelburg, with the methods he was accustomed to use 
in smaller towns, sought a modus vivendi, a way of sharing influence and 
power in key cities, while preserving the core of his authority. In a letter to 
the Delft vroedschap, of December 1679, he remarked that Delft had been 
the most adamant of the towns in seeking reinstatement of regents removed 
in 1672, admitting that these were often better qualified than others for 
public service, and that pressure for their reinstatement emanated from the 
respectable citizenry as a whole, and not just the regent body.” With this, 
Orange virtually concurred in the widespread opinion that those whom he 
had ‘put in were generally of less abilityes than those he turned out’.”? He 
announced he would no longer block the return of four leading Delft regents 
purged in 1672—Gijsbert van Berestein, Adriaen Bogaert, Gerrit van der 
Aal, and Johan van der Dussen. 

The Prince thereby nullified Holland’s resolution of December 1673, on 
which he himself had insisted, rejecting Delft’s plea that reinstatement of the 
purged men be allowed. This was confirmed soon after ina meeting of the 
Gecommitteerde Raden with the Prince, and formalized in a new resolution 
of the States. The Prince: then sent letters to all the towns, expressly 
permitting rehabilitation of those whom he had purged.” The quest for a 
modus vivendi was helped by the death of Hooft, in 1678, and of Valckenier, 
in 1680; though Valckenier was something of an ally, both were strong 
personalities, jealous of Amsterdam’s independence, who had not wanted 
the Stadholder to wield any influence in the city. The situation changed after 
their deaths, the new leading men, Johannes Hudde (1628-1704) and 
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Nicolaes Witsen (1641-1717) being of a milder type, known for-preferring 
rapprochement to confrontation and aspiring to reduce both political, and 
Cocceian—Voetian, tension in their city. 

The lull in the international arena lasted only briefly. Late in 1679, with 
the Emperor distracted in Hungary, and. Brandenburg coaxed for the 
moment into-a pro-French stance,. Louis commenced a general encroach- 
ment along the borders of the Spanish Netherlands, Lorraine, and Alsace. 
These local annexations, called ‘réunions’, were justified on the grounds that 
the peace of Nijmegen had allocated conquered border towns to France, 
without demarcating the border, so-that districts legally ‘dependent’ on 
these conquests could legitimately be absorbed into France. At the same 
time, Louis offered the Dutch a treaty of friendship. Amsterdam, and the 
States of Friesland and Groningen, wished to sign but the Prince persuaded 
the rest not to do so. The new French ambassador at The Hague, the comte 
d’Avaux, warned Fagel, in January 1680, that Louis would not tolerate 
procrastination. If the Republic failed to.respond within fourteen days, His 
Majesty. ‘would use all his power to bring advantage to his subjects’ 
commerce’.” Once again, the French monarch threatened to- use French 
tariffs as a lever with which to manipulate the Republic. If the Dutch desired 
trade with France on favourable terms, then they must not oppose the king’s 
territorial claims in the Spanish Netherlands, Lorraine, and the Empire. 
There was no response from the States General. 

The French envoy ascribed Amsterdam’s now more conciliatory stance 
towards Orange to the new principal burgomasters. Finding in him little 
inclination to oppose the Stadholder, d’Avaux dismissed Hudde as a regent 
of ‘extraordinary timidity’. But the calm which descended over Dutch 
domestic politics in the years 1680-2 is attributable, rather than to person- 
alities, to recognition, by all parties (except perhaps Hendrik Casimir), that 
accommodation offered. more than confrontation. It was also a time of 
growing international tension and pessimism about the economy. Amster- 
dam’s merchants remained nervous. VOC shares drifted: back below levels 
reached in 1678-9, to 408 per cent of face value by April 1681.77 Amid the 
general unease, William and Fagel could expect Holland to co-operate in 
bolstering the Republic’s system of alliances—even if Hendrik Casimir 
would not. Ratification of the alliance with Sweden passed in October 1681, 
with Amsterdam’s support, by five provinces to two, over the objections of 
Friesland and Groningen. With the French annexation of Strasburg, in 
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November, pessimism deepened, the VOC share price sank further to 395 
per cent (see Table 39). The. value of wealthy homes at Amsterdam 
slumped.” 

Never was Louis’s position in Europe stronger than in the early 1680s. 
The Stadholder’s contention that Nijmegen. made France stronger, and the 
coalition opposing her primacy weaker, proved substantially correct.” In 
February 1682, the French stepped up :their pressure: on ‘the Spanish 
Netherlands, blockading Luxemburg. Spanish ministers turned to The 
Hague, demanding military assistance—the 8,000 troops stipulated, in 
the Dutch-Spanish pact of 1673. This precipitated further wrangling in the 
north, with Amsterdam, and other towns, opposing the dispatch of the ex- 
peditionary force.” In a speech in the States of Holland, on 7 March, the 
Prince declared that it:was a vital.Dutch interest to bolster Spain, and check 
France, for otherwise all Europe would soon be reduced to slavery. If the 
Republic stood idly by whilst Louis absorbed the Spanish Netherlands and 
adjoining lands, the Republic would gain only the contemptible reward. of 
being swallowed last... Orange’s' advice .was: accepted, in the States of 
Holland, over the objections of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and Dordrecht, 
and, in the States General; by five provinces to two, opposed by Friesland 
and Groningen. Nothing happened, however, as. Louis, at this point, lifted 
his siege-of the city of Luxemburg. 

Early in 1683, Louis again massed. troops on the borders of the Spanish 
Netherlands, :knowing that the Emperor, embroiled with the Turks, would 
not interfere. The: Turks (secretly encouraged by Louis), to the dismay of 
the Dutch, at this point launched.a big offensive, culminating in the second 
siege of Vienna..The Amsterdam: Stock Exchange oscillated wildly, in 
response to these shifts, VOC shares having recovered, to 462, late in 1682, 
following Louis’ apparent. withdrawal (and: the Dutch capture of Bantam, 
‘in the East. Indies), dropped to 402 per cent, after’ Louis resumed his 
pressure on the south Netherlands, in May.1683, and to 395 per cent on the 
besieging of Vienna, in July.*! 

On the resumption of the French encroachments, the Spanish governor- 
‘general, in Brussels, Grana, again requested the dispatch of the stipulated 
8,000 troops. Orange responded precisely as before, the States of Holland 
approving the Prince’s advice—over the objections of Amsterdam, Delft, 
and Leiden. The States of Friesland split; but:the majority, and the 
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Delegated States, backed Hendrik Casimir in opposing Dutch intervention 
in: the Spanish Netherlands, setting up a secret committee of six grietmannen 
and: two burgomasters to co-ordinate opposition to William III." The 
troops were: sent, but kept in reserve. 

:.-The Prince now decided that it was essential to raise extra troops and 
improve the. army’s:readiness, if the United Provinces were to persuade 
either. Louis, or potential allies, that they were serious about checking 
French might in the Low Countries. Prince and raad urged the provinces to 
expand the army by 16,000 men and vote the necessary funds. The request 
swayed the ridderschap, and a large majority in the States of Holland, but 
not the three towns now forming the core of opposition to the Stadholder— 
Amsterdam, Delft, and Leiden—and, since it was a financial measure (so 
that agreement had to be unanimous), it failed to pass. In Friesland, two 
quarters—Oostergo and Zevenwouden—backed Hendrik Casimir enough 
to. block the States’ agreement.” In Groningen, there was the usual split 
between city and Ommelands, the latter backing William and the city 
Hendrik Casimir.™ 

Attention now focused on Amsterdam. At this point the leading figure in 
the vroedschap was Coenraad van Beuningen, who was as little inclined to 
accept William III’s assessment of the European situation, in 1683, as he 
had been to accept De Witt’s in 1668. As a major investor in VOC shares, 
he also needed no reminding that the Prince’s policy was depressing the 
stock market. Amsterdam’s deputies argued against raising the 16,000 men, 
in the States, on 4 November: such a move, they insisted, would make war 
more, not less, likely and this, with Brandenburg and Denmark siding with 
France and the Emperor distracted, would be not just perilous but ruinous 
for both Dutch security and commerce. In his reply, Orange indignantly 
accused Van Beuningen of being a scarcely less eloquent spokesman, for 
France, than d’Avaux himself. He conceded that ‘commerce is the pillar of 
the state’ and that the Republic’s foreign policy had to take account of trade 
and shipping, but insisted that if the security of the state were undermined 
then its commerce would be lost also.* 

Eager to encourage resistance to the Prince, d’Avaux sent reassuring 
messages to. Amsterdam, and assured the States General, on 5 November, 
that his master would take only what was due to him, Luxemburg and 
‘Namur, leaving untouched the fortified towns in Flanders, specified in the 
treaty of Nijmegen as a ‘barrier’ for the Dutch. But scarcely had he 
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pronounced, than French troops occupied two of the ‘barrier’ towns—Koor- 
trijk and Dixmuiden. A majority of the States of Holland, shepherded: by 
Fagel, voted to send an extraordinary delegation, headed by the ‘Stadholder, 
to exert pressure on Amsterdam. Prince and Pensionary duly arrived in the 
city, accompanied by two deputies from each of the nine towns which 
supported the Stadholder’s policy, and three-delegates of the ridderschap. 
The vroedschap closed ranks around Van Beuningen, who was now seen as 
embodying the dignity and independence of Amsterdam. In several tense 
meetings, in the city hall,.the vroedschap insisted Louis would not be 
deterred by an extra 16,635 men and that the Republic should not: risk war 
with France, and disaster for its trade, for the sake-of a-few enclaves of the 
Spanish Netherlands.** The Prince’s ill humour was aggravated: by. the 
obvious signs that the ordinary people of Amsterdam backed the vroed- 
schap. It was rumoured in the streets that Orange ‘affects the sovereignty’ 
and was ‘unfortunate in the last war’. The surge of ‘insolent and desperately 
seditious discourses upon the Dam, the Exchange, and other publiq places 
against the Prince while he was there’ apparently ‘terrified some in the [city] 
government’ who were otherwise inclined to comply with the Prince.*” Some 
citizens reportedly took the view that ‘Amsterdam was a great republique 
and powerful and would rather separate from the rest of the provinces, and 
joyne with Freezland and Groningen and have another Stadholder {that is 
Hendrik Casimir] than continue under the Prince’. Mindful of 1650, the 
burgomasters watched for any sign of unusual troop movements anywhere 
in the Republic. Having staged a grand, quasi-monarchical entry into the 
city, the Prince stormed out in a fury, having been, as one observer put it, 
‘bitterly and scandalously reproached by the common people’. 

William now switched to persuading majorities of the assemblies of 
Holland and Zeeland that the 16,000 men were an issue resolvable by 
‘plurality’, or majority vote. Under intense pressure, Leiden yielded, Oran- 
gist regents urging, as a precedent for overruling Amsterdam, Leiden’s 
treatment ‘at the time of the peace with Spain’, in 1648, when she was 
overruled.® Though six towns resisted initially—Amsterdam, Leiden, Delft, 
Alkmaar, Enkhuizen, and Schiedam—the Stadholder whittled this down to 
three—Amsterdam, Delft, and Schiedam—enabling Fagel to ‘conclude’. on 
31 January 1684." 

Amsterdam protested vehemently, dispatching a circular to other towns 
condemning the vote by ‘plurality’ as a violation of. the procedures of the 
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provincial States laid down in 1581:and 1651..At the same time, delegates 
were sent to stiffen the resolve of Friesland and Groningen. While Orange’s 
grip on the provinces. ‘reformed’ in 1673-4 remained unassailable, his 
heavy-handed methods elsewhere proved counter-productive. Backed by the 
Minaergetal, Hendrik Casimir finally rallied all the Frisian quarters against 
raising the 16,000 men, to ‘prevent.a ‘ruinous war’ for which Friesland, 
depleted by agricultural slump, was unable to pay (see p. 635 above) and 
which could not be won, owing to lack of allies. Hendrik Casimir, helped 
by Amsterdam, also swayed the Ommelanders, so that, in March, a united 
States of Groningen voted against. the measure.” 

In Zeeland, too, the Stadholder encountered stubborn resistance. Initially, 
four Zeeland towns approved ‘the raising of the 16,000 men, with only 
Middelburg and Goes against. Goes was soon swayed. But Middelburg 
proved obdurate. In March 1684 the Prince travelled to Zeeland, in person, 
to overawe Middelburg.” He interviewed each member of the vroedschap 
individually, trying to persuade them to change their minds. When this 
failed he demanded that the Pensionary, De Huybert, conclude by ‘plu- 
rality’, in the States of Zeeland, as Fagel had done in Holland. On his 
refusal, William personally took the chair, passing the resolution by six 
votes to one, over the protests of Middelburg. 

Since late 1683, Amsterdam’s deputies in The Hague had held several 
secret meetings with d’Avaux.: The Prince now sought to turn this to 
advantage, using the text of an intercepted letter, from d’Avaux to Louis, 
alluding to his contacts with Amsterdam, to discredit Amsterdam’s proceed- 
ings in the States and her opposition to his policy. Reading the text aloud 
to the States, on 16 February, the Stadholder accused Amsterdam of 
collusion: with a hostile monarch and divulging the secrets of the state. In 
the ensuing uproar, the ridderschap proposed the city’s conduct be investi- 
gated by the States, which should at once seize the papers of the burgo- 
masters to prevent disappearance of incriminating evidence. By a majority 
of five, the States voted to circulate copies of the intercepted letter and 
impound the papers of the city’s deputies at The Hague. The latter walked 
out; Amsterdam formally withdrew her delegation to the States. 

Yet, for all the arm-twisting, it was clear, by April, that the Prince had 
lost. Despite Orange’s majorities, Amsterdam. succeeded in blocking his 
path essentially because public opinion in the chief cities of Holland and 
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Zeeland was against the Stadholder and behind the States party-faction. By 
April, Rotterdam, the scene of a bitter tussle between Orangists and 
Louvesteiners, had shifted and come under the republican sway of Adriaen 
Paets. At Leiden, there was a strong reaction against the Prince’s manipu- 
lation of the city.“ There was much talk, at this time, in the inns and taverns 
of Holland, of curbing what many people now ‘regarded as. the excessive 
authority the Prince had acquired in 1672. Not a few spoke of him as 
a ‘tyrant, murderer of the De Witts’, and ‘betrayer-of his trust and country 
... with no friends but the miserable Spaniards’, and of ‘taking from the 
Prince (if they can) the power. of choice:out of the nominated persons [in 
the towns of Holland] which, if effected, half his power is taken away’.® On 
13 May, the States of Holland passed a secret resolution forbidding the 
Dutch troops sent to the Spanish Netherlands to engage in hostilities with 
the French, so as to prevent their being used in an attempt to break Louis’s 
resumed siege of the city of Luxemburg. 

Friesland and Groningen; meanwhile, were locked in dispute with: the 
States General. Ironically, it was now Orangist Holland which insisted that 
Friesland must abide by Generality decisions, taken by majority vote, and 
Friesland which quoted past resolutions of the States of Holland proclaim- 
ing the sovereign rights of each province. Friesland and Groningen de- 
manded the recall of troops, on their répartitions, which had been sent to 
the Spanish Netherlands—not just to the:territory of the Republic but their 
respective provinces.* They threatened to strike off the payroll soldiers who 
refused to obey the orders of the province which paid them, insisting that 
the articles of the Union of Utrecht, establishing a common defence, and 
army, did not cancel their ‘sovereign right’ to dispose of the troops for 
which they paid. The States of Friesland also passed a secret resolution 
forbidding troops in Friesland to leave the province, whatever the Gener- 
ality or captain-general might order, unless authorized to do so by the 
province.%” 

All prospect of mobilizing an effective coalition to block Louis XIV’s 
acquisition of Luxemburg had, by May 1684, evaporated. The argument 
between the two sides of the Dutch political spectrum now chiefly concerned 
what accommodation with France could be made regarding disputed 
districts of the Spanish Netherlands. The city of Groningen pressed, in the 
States of Groningen, for a treaty of friendship with France, along the lines 
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offered by Louis in 1679. But what Louis offered now was a twenty-year 
truce in the Spanish Netherlands, with France keeping Luxemburg, and 
other recently annexed localities. On § June, d’Avaux announced that his 
master was granting the States General twelve days to decide on his offer. 
Amsterdam urged acceptance; the Stadholder recommended that the States 
General offer Louis a different truce, which would apply also to France’s 
border with the Empire, and provide compensation for damage to the 
Prince’s estates in Luxemburg and the principality of Orange. 

The States of Holland voted, on 16 June, to accept the French offer, a 
resolution carried by Amsterdam, Dordrecht, Enkhuizen, Alkmaar, Schie- 
dam, Brill, Delft, and Edam, in disregard of the Prince’s advice.” William, 
for the moment, had lost his grip on the province. He also, temporarily, lost 
his hold on Utrecht, where, during April, vigorous endeavours were in hand 
to ‘take off the province... from the Prince and joyne it with Freez, 
Groningen and Amsterdam’. At first, the States split, the towns siding with 
Holland, and the ridderschap with the Prince. But a delegation from Holland 
clinched Utrecht’s vote. Even Overijssel wavered. On 24 June, the States 
General adopted Holland’s proposal to accept the. French offer, by five 
provinces to two, over the protests only of Zeeland and Gelderland; and the 
truce was duly signed. 

The Stadholder fought to regain the upper hand, rendering the contest 
over ratification a classic cliff-hanger. He succeeded in winning back the 
States of Utrecht. Odijk clinched the States of Zeeland, which rejected 
ratification, by four votes to three, overruling Middelburg, Zierikzee, and 
Goes, which (as usual) backed the Holland States party.'"~ But, on 19 
August, the last remaining day for ratification, Overijssel—where the States 
had passed a secret resolution, instructing their deputies to hold out, for the 
Prince’s interests, as long as possible, but not to let the truce collapse—came 
out. in favour.'" With Overijssel, the States General ratified by four 
provinces to three. 

Orange had suffered another serious blow to his prestige, The European 
crisis was settled, in August 1684, in a manner favourable to France—at the 
insistence of Amsterdam. His foes could look forward to further reductions 
in the Stadholder’s power. In the wake of ratification, Amsterdam sent an 
envoy to Leeuwarden, to confer with Hendrik Casimir, and his Cocceian 
adviser, Professor van der Waeyen, on other States party objectives,'** such 
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as further army cuts, improved relations with France, restoration ‘of 
Utrecht, Overijssel, and Gelderland to their pre-1674 constitutional status, 
and the dismissal of Waldeck, who was unpopular and reputedly a principal 
advocate of anti-French policies.'* 

But the Prince, intent on restoring his authority, learnt from his mistakes 
and adjusted his domestic strategy accordingly, switching from confronta- 
tion to dialogue and compromise. The events of 1683-4 taught him that he 
could not effectively lead the Republic, and confront the ambition of Louis 
XIV, at odds with Amsterdam and his alienated cousin. Clearly, he needed 
to build a broader-based consensus which offered enough to Amsterdam, 
and Hendrik Casimir, to win their co-operation and, until he achieved this, 
the United Provinces would remain distracted and divided. Mastering his 
itritable disposition, he began patiently extending the middle ground, 
entering, in particular, into contacts with the two leading figures (apart from 
Van Beuningen) at Amsterdam, Witsen, and Hudde. His new tack was 
helped by the fact that many Amsterdam regents felt uneasy over what had 
transpired and judged that, in the longer run, Van Beuningen’s confronta- 
tion with the Prince served the interests of neither the Republic nor 
Amsterdam.'"™ 

Over the winter of 1684-5, there was intense debate among the provinces 
about military and naval expenditure. In 1682, at the Stadholder’s insist- 
ence, naval spending had been trimmed, and army expenditure raised to 
960,000 guilders monthly. Amsterdam, backed by Friesland and Groningen, 
now pressed for hefty cuts in military spending. In the States of Holland, 
Amsterdam was supported by Delft, Leiden, and Dordrecht. The Prince 
pointedly steered a middle course. The Raad van State’s petition to the 
Generality for 1685 requested only 775,000 guilders monthly, reducing the 
army to under 40,000 men."*> When Amsterdam, Friesland, and Groningen 
then pressed for still further cuts, the Prince resisted, supported by Utrecht, 
Gelderland, and Overijssel. But he accepted Amsterdam’s argument that, 
through inadequate naval expenditure, the Republic was allowing its navy 
to fall behind and the English to become ‘masters of the seas’. He showed 
his willingness to meet Amsterdam half-way, bringing pressure to bear on 
the inland provinces to agree to substantial increases in naval spending. 

‘William III was never again to undertake a major initiative without first 
securing the collaboration of Amsterdam. At this point he also offered to 
come to terms with Hendrik Casimir. The Frisian Stadholder being so taken 
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with Professor Van der Waeyen as to be practically ruled by him, Orange 
sent Waldeck to Van der Waeyen to negotiate a set of compromises to serve 
as a basis for future co-operation between the two Stadholders. No doubt 
the Prince also intimated that his pro-Voetian stance in church and 
intellectual. matters would now be further diluted. The result was a formal 
contract under which William yielded power of patronage in the Frisian and 
Groningen regiments of the army to his cousin and generally agreed to 
respect his position.'® William wrote to him of his pleasure ‘que vous estes 
satisfait de ce que Mr van der Waeyen.a convenu avec moi sur les differens 
qu’il y avoient entre nous’.’” 

With ‘his. chief adversaries: placated, Orange was free to rebuild his 
influence, and that. of his. supporters in the Holland town councils, by 
balancing the factions,. sharing offices, and patronizing both wings of the 
public Church. It was no: simple matter to damp down the bitter party- 
factional strife. One thorny problem was the tense situation persisting in 
Dordrecht.'® This city’s defection to the States party-faction camp had 
greatly annoyed him. He mobilized the Hof of Holland, in November 1684, 
to investigate what he claimed were irregularities in the nominations of the 
burgomasters of whom he disapproved. His opponents at Dordrecht then 
sent a circular-to the other Holland town councils, accusing the Stadholder 
of: subverting Dordrecht’s ‘privileges and rights and the peace and tran- 
quility of. the. city’. Orange responded with his own circular to the town 
councils, deploring: the. ‘immoderate zeal’ of Dordrecht’s vroedschap, and 
efforts to stir up resentment against him among the Holland towns, 
questioning the city’s motives, and assuring the States that he had respected, 
and would continue to respect scrupulously, the proper limits of his 
authority in the province. 

This stress. on constitutional propriety, and the need for moderation, 
determined the Prince’s method of dealing with regent groups who had 
opposed him. His approach now was to balance the contending cliques, 
encouraging them to negotiate and draw up ‘contracts of correspondence’ 
forthe sharing of civic offices between party-factional blocs. A prime 
instance..was his confrontation with Leiden. During 1683-4, the Stad- 
holder’s. relations with Leiden were continuously strained and whereas, 
during 1685, his relations with Amsterdam improved, those with Leiden 
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worsened, becoming, for some months, the focus of Dutch domestic politics, 
an affair, which, d’Avaux reported, ‘fait bien de bruit’. Ideologically, 
Leiden, at this time, was one ofthe most deeply divided: cities im -the 
Republic. The States party republican bloc in the. vroedschap, in 1685, were 
reported to outnumber their rivals by twenty-six to thirteen.''° As m other 
towns, the ideological, clientage, and theological splits in the vroedschap also 
pervaded the militia and consistory. In 1685, Leiden’s eight militia captains 
were said to be divided four on either side and the city’s twelve Reformed 
Church preachers, seven ‘for the town’ (Cocceian) and five ‘for the Prince’ 
(Voetian). 

This confrontation reached its climax when the vroedschap presented 
Orange with a double list of nominations for the magistracy, as procedure 
required, but, in the Prince’s view, denying him proper choice, by including 
two men disqualified by birth and background: He gave the vreedschap three 
weeks to amend their list and when they refused proceeded to select his.own 
nominees. Leiden reacted in ‘heat and: fury’, accusing the Stadholder of 
violating Leiden’s privileges and subverting the autonomy: of the Holland 
towns.'" The burgomasters doubled the militia. watch, deliberately stirred 
up a mood of crisis, and avowed. themselves ready to: sacrifice life.and 
property for their civic freedom. The Prince, who absented: himself from the 
States of Holland for over a year after his defeat, in 1684, suddenly 
appeared, in October 1685, adamant that he had acted correctly over the 
Leiden magistracy, promising that when towns submitted nominations to 
him in proper form, he would punctiliously adhere to names on their lists. 
Not only did the Prince succeed in isolating Leiden.in the States, he forced 
the vroedschap to accept his mediation between the warring parties.in the 
city. 

For this task, Prince and States chose Van Beverningk, a former Louves- 
teiner who had made his peace with the Stadholder, a Cocceian, adroit 
diplomat, and expert in ‘contracts of correspondence’. Van Beverningk 
declared the election of November 1685 void and imposed a compromise, 
involving the nomination of two burgomasters from either faction. One. of 
these, Jacob van der Meer, subsequently emerged. as the Prince’s right-hand 
man in Leiden and the most influential figure in the city until his death, in 
1696.'"* But it is the way Prince and Van Beverningk broke the ascendancy 
of the States party-faction which is chiefly significant. The guiding principle 
was avoidance of one-sidedness, with election of burgomasters ‘according to 
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order and rank as is proper’, with the Stadholder to ensure:that balance was 
maintained.''? No doubt most of the vroedschap adjusted to the new 
situation without great difficulty. In most cases self-interest prevailed. 
D’Avaux remarked, in December 1685, that only four or five members of 
the Amsterdam vroedschap could be described as ‘bons républicains’ in the 
sense of being immune to the blandishments of the Stadholder and consist- 
ent in their principles. The rest trimmed according to the wind::‘leur interest 
particulier, ou leur foiblesse, les oblige souvent a avoir de la. complaisance 
pour le Prince’.'’4 In Leiden the balance between. principle and self-inter- 
est—when the two collided—was doubtless much the same. 

Balancing the party-factions in the town councils implied balancing the 
theological factions also. :For the one went with the: other. The practice of 
alternating between Voetians and Cocceians, when appointing new prea- 
chers, as a way of balancing the parties and minimizing friction, was first 
adopted in Amsterdam in 1677. By the mid-1680s, alternating was favoured 
by many town councils, and the Stadholder, as a means: of. rendering 
Cocceian—Voetian conflict less combustible. In Leiden, though, consistory 
and vroedschap had for some years exclusively chosen Cocceians. The new 
burgomasters changed this in the spring of 1686.. The procedure when a 
preaching vacancy arose was for the consistory to draw up.a list of 
candidates which was then submitted to the burgomasters for.approval. 
When the consistory did so in March 1686, though, the burgomasters 
rejected the list, remarking that they preferred that not all the candidates 
should be ‘of that sort’. When presented with a revised list the response was 
the same, the burgomasters adding that they did not question the erudition 
of the candidates ‘but that they were not of the sort which they wished to 
see and that they thought they had spoken clearly already as to what sort 
they preferred’: with the Church divided between those called “Voetians’ and 
those called ‘Cocceians’, they judged the second list ‘again weighted every- 
thing on to one side’, which was not what they intended."’* They then 
required the consistory to ‘put on the nomination three preachers of the sort 
called Voetians’. 

The. consistory expressed ‘surprise and sorrow’ that the burgomasters 
should consider the public Church to be divided between ‘Voetians’ and 
‘Cocceians’, averring ‘they had never used these names... but, rather, 
believed it dangerous to. the peace of the Church to do so’.' They 
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undertook to comply with the burgomasters’ wishes. But on perusing their 
third list the burgomasters, to their amazement, could still find no 
‘Voetians’. They then named several and insisted the consistory include 
them, and it was one of these, Isacus Zevenhoven, at Flushing, who was 
duly appointed.'"’ 

From 1685 onwards, leading up to the Glorious Revolution (1688-91), the 
Prince could rely. on a good working relationship, and effective co-oper- 
ation, with Amsterdam, Leiden, Dordrecht, Delft, allt the Holland towns 
with which he had been so-sharply at odds during the early 1680s. Local 
factors contributed. But the change was also partly due to a shift in the 
public mood arising from the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes, in France, 
and the increasingly sombre outlook in international politics.. Louis XIV’s 
intolerance and the plight of the Huguenots made a deep impression on the 
Dutch public.'® D’Avaux and other diplomats frequently remarked on this. 
‘They beginne to exclaime very loudly here’, noted the English envoy, 
Skelton, in October 1685, ‘against the usage which the French Protestants 
have in France and a day of humiliation and fasting is to be appointed 
throughout these provinces by reason of that -persecution.’"? As a result, 
Fagel was relieved to see, d’Avaux ‘lost-much of his credit with those of 
Amsterdam’. The Huguenots who settled in the United Provinces included 
numerous preachers, professionals, and army officers, who did much to 
reinforce the growing:hostility of Dutch opinion to Louis XIV. 

The mass immigration of Huguenot refugees, with their graphic tales of 
persecution and harassment, contributed to the change of atmosphere and 
helped lend cohesion to the Dutch body politic during the years preceding 
the Glorious Revolution. But its importance should not be exaggerated. The 
Amsterdam burgomasters themselves told d’Avaux that Louis XIV’s treat- 
ment of the Huguenots ‘avoit changé la face des affaires de ce pays’.’” 
D’Avaux knew his relationship with Amsterdam was not what it had been. 
Nevertheless, he remained confident, not only in 1685-6, but down to the 
autumn of 1687, that William III was powerless to mobilize Holland against 
his master’s policies. In assessing the situation, d’Avaux placed most weight 
on the fact that Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Middelburg, and Leiden, and also 
Delft and Gouda, all had a large stake, given the importance of their trade 
with France, in preserving the existing peace. The Amsterdam burgomasters 
on several occasions renewed their assurance that provided Louis adhered 
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to what had been agreed at Nijmegen, and the Dutch continued trading with 
France on favourable terms, they would see to.it that the Prince could, and 
would, not drag the Republic into an armed coalition against France.'*! The 
Huguenot refugees, and Voetian predikanten and their followers, may have 
fulminated against Louis; but the regents who had opposed Orange in 
1683-4 were not zealous Calvinists and not interested in generating hostility 
towards Catholics and Catholicism. Religion was a potent factor in the 
situation. But in their religious attitudes the Dutch ruling groups, and 
common citizenry, were divided. ‘Tous les bons républicains’, as d’Avaux 
expressed it, ‘sont Arminiens’,’” by which he meant nominal rather than 
committed members of the public Church, men opposed to the Calvinist 
militancy of the Voetians. 


THE REPUBLIC AND THE GLORIOUS REVOLUTION, 1685-1691 


In the years 1688-91 the course of both Dutch and British history was 
dramatically changed by one of the great events of world history—the 
Glorious Revolution. The dethroning of the last male Stuart monarch in 
Britain, and the enthroning, by Parliament, of William and Mary, were to 
have far-reaching consequences and not only for Britain and the United 
Provinces but for many other lands as well. What. occurred in 1688-9 
changed Britain fundamentally, creating, for the first time, a.stable, and 
powerful, constitutional monarchy, with Parliament increasingly in the 
ascendant. This contrasted sharply with what had gone before; for, under 
Charles II and James II (1685-9), England tended towards absolutism, the 
weakening of Parliament, since the 1660s, together with religious tensions, 
rendering England, as well as Scotland and Ireland, divided and unstable. 
These stresses were then further aggravated by the religious policies of 
James, a staunch Catholic ruling over a largely Protestant population with 
often violently anti-Catholic instincts. 

As with any great turning-point in history, some of its preconditions and 
causes reached far back into the past. Many of the political and religious 
tensions in Britain had been acute for decades. Also William III, the prime 
mover of the Glorious Revolution, being himself a nephew of both Charles 
and James, as well as the husband of the latter’s eldest daughter, had long 
taken a keen interest in the future of the British thrones.'* It was natural 
that he should privately harbour ambitions as to his future role in Britain 
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since (until the birth of James II’s only son,:in June 1688) the Prince’s wife, 
Princess Mary, was the. next in line to the three thrones of England, 
Scotland, and Ireland. 

Yet, despite this, there was little sign that. anything. like the Glorious 
Revolution was even remotely possible, either in Charles II’s reign or during 
the opening two years of that of James. Charles’s position was ‘unchallen- 
geable, and while the Whigs tried to bar James’s succession, on the grounds 
of his Catholicism, they were defeated. The failure of the Monmouth 
Rebellion in England, in 1685, not only further weakened the opposition but 
provided James with the pretext to raise, and retain, a standing army of 
40,000 men, the first large standing army in England under monarchical 
rule, and a major enhancement of his power. Nor was there any: prospect of 
active collaboration between the English Whig opposition and the Dutch 
Stadholder at that stage. The Prince of Orange could not intervene any- 
where, even on a modest scale, using the troops and warships of the United 
Provinces, without the agreement, and co-operation, of Holland, including 
Amsterdam, and the events of 1683-4 had rendered it unlikely that this 
‘would be forthcoming for any major foreign intervention, let alone inter- 
vention across the sea in a land where the Stadholder had dynastic ties but 
the regents, and States of Holland, had no obvious interests at stake. That 
Holland should incur vast risks, and go to great expense, to advance the 
dynastic concerns of the House of Orange, in Britain, was inconceivable. 
Consequently, during 1685-7 there was no prospect of Orange undertaking 
a large-scale military expedition to Britain. It became a possibility during 
1688 only because of startling new developments in France.'* 

For the Dutch public and regents it was not Britain, but France which was 
the focus of attention. But from 1685 until late 1687 Louis XIV (and James 
II) could safely rely on Orange’s inability to bring the Republic into a 
European coalition against France. For Amsterdam and the bons républicains 
would block it. During 1686 Amsterdam refused to permit any increase in 
military expenditure while, as late as the summer of 1687, only half of the 
thirty-six new warships agreed in 1682 were being built. The States of 
Holland neither expected, nor wished, to be dragged into.a major foreign 
entanglement. Rather the Dutch political climate was one of drift. ‘In the 
yeare and a halfe that I have lived amonst them’, an English diplomat 
reported, in October 1686, ‘the States have not taken any one resolution; but 
only proposed, and debated, matters without concluding anything . . . they 
are in a grave arreare to their army’, he added, ‘their navy is rotting, their 
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shipping being. in soe ill a condition’ that, to build new ones, the. charge 
would not be much greater than to repayre the old, and all their magazines 
are empty.”'*5 All efforts ‘for the raising of money’ proved fruitless. Some 
Holland towns. proposed taxes which others rejected. Others wanted no new 
taxes, proposing instead that interest payable on States of Holland bonds be 
reduced (in line with other interest rates), from 4 to 3 per cent. 

Moreover, international developments during 1685-7 tended to réinforce 
the likelihood of Dutch neutrality in case of a new war between Louis XIV 
and the Habsburgs. The death of the Elector Karl II of the Palatinate, in 
May 1685, led to that formerly Calvinist electorate passing into the hands 
of a Catholic prince, Philip-Wilhelm,.duke of Jilich-Berg, who was closely 
allied to the Emperor, while the League of Augsburg, formed in July 1686 
by the Emperor, various German princes, Spain, and Sweden, mounted an 
open challenge to the French grip on Alsace, Strasburg, and the upper 
Rhine. The Emperor’s victories over the Turks in Hungary, in 1687, and 
rising prestige, only heightened the prospect of a full-scale conflict between 
France and the Emperor.on the Rhine.'* 

While Holland, and the States General, made no move to strengthen their 
armed forces in the mid-1680s, commerce went from strength to strength. 
Initially, Dutch recovery from the war of 1672-7 had been slow and 
hesitant, and never really extended to the agricultural sector, public build- 
ing, or the art market. Prices for rich men’s houses, in Amsterdam, reached 
a nadir in 1683 and recovered only marginally in the years 1684-8.'”” But 
recovery in Overseas commerce, shipping, and industry accelerated in the 
mid-1680s, the best results being. achieved by the two great colonial 
companies and exports to western Europe, the Mediterranean, and Spanish 
America. VOC and WIC shares on the Amsterdam Exchange rose dramati- 
cally in the years 1685-7. 

But it was a recovery in which Baltic bulk: traffic, now much diminished, 
and the fisheries contributed little, a boom based chiefly on the ‘rich trades’ 
and manufacturing.'” France, moreover, was one of the principal markets, 
fuelling the revival, absorbing great quantities of Dutch fine cloth, camlets, 
whale products, East India commodities, Gouda pipes, processed tobacco, 
dyestuffs, naval supplies; and much of the herring catch. Both for this 
reason, and also because Dutch gains in Spain and Spanish America 
accrued chiefly at the expense of. French products, the Dutch boom of the 
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1680s was inextricably entwined with the economic crisis gripping France. 
This French slump had several causes but was certainly aggravated by the 
massive haemorrhage of Huguenot capital and skills during the mid- and 
late 1680s. No less certainly the lowering of the French tariffs, in 1677, 
contributed to both the Dutch boom and the French crisis, even if the actual 
influence of tariffs was less than contemporaries supposed. France gained 
appreciably from the treaty of Nijmegen politically, but seemingly at great 
cost economically. 

It was only a matter of time before a new Franco-Dutch guerre de 
commerce erupted, with incalculable consequences. Louis XIV’s reversion to 
an aggressive anti-Dutch mercantilism began in August 1687, fifteen months 
before the commencement of the Glorious Revolution and Nine Years War, 
in November 1688.' They were to prove fifteen momentous months. The 
process began with a ban on importing of Dutch herring into France, except 
when certified as having been salted with French salt. Then, in September, 
Louis reimposed Colbert’s general tariff list of 1667, at a stroke doubling 
the duties on Dutch fine cloth and drastically increasing duties on all Dutch 
manufactures entering France.'* The:reaction in the United Provinces was 
immediate and furious. For Louis had broken his undertakings under the 
treaty of Nijmegen and, in effect, torn up the treaty. Nevertheless, it was 
possible for Holland’s regents, merchants, manufacturers, and skippers to 
hope initially that this was but a passing setback to Franco-Dutch relations, 
that Louis would relent, and Dutch commerce with France recover. Many 
of the Amsterdam vroedschap hoped for this not only on economic, but also 
on political, grounds; for if Louis persisted with fiercely protectionist 
measures and Franco-Dutch relations deteriorated, this could only justify, 
and strengthen, the Prince of Orange. Hudde was doubtless sincere in 
promising d’Avaux, in October 1687, to do his utmost to preserve the 
post-1677 relationship between the Republic and France. In d’Avaux’s 
presence the four Amsterdam burgomasters toasted ‘la bonne union entre 
sa Majesté et la République a la confusion de tous ceux qui: la veulent 
traverser’."3' 

But Louis redoubled rather than relaxed his new mercantilist offensive. 
Additional protectionist regulations, and increases in tariffs on particular 
items, further. depressed imports of Dutch manufactures, fish, and other 
commodities into France. In December 1687, Dutch factors at Paris, Metz, 
Lyons, and Lille reported that it was no longer possible to sell Dutch textiles 
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of any sort in France. In the States of Holland, Leiden’s deputies com- 
plained, in March 1688, that the new French tariff ‘in effect means an 
absolute ban on the sale of our /akens in France’.'” Exports of herring to 
France collapsed, causing heavy loss to the South Holland herring fishery 
and Rotterdam. As the months passed, it also became harder to believe that 
this was anything but a planned, enduring, systematic onslaught on Dutch 
commerce. Fagel urged the States of Holland, in May, that all diplomatic 
means were now exhausted and that it was time to contemplate stronger 
measures.'>? D’Avaux was now less confident, but still hopeful, despite. the 
indignation Louis’s policy had aroused, that Amsterdam, backed by Rotter- 
dam, Delft, and others would block retaliation and prevent an escalating 
confrontation between the Republic and France. 

By early summer, the Dutch mood was hardening, convinced that Louis 
designed, as d’Avaux put it, to ‘detruire leur religion et surtout leur 
commerce’. Dutch worries increased further with the international furore 
which erupted over the electorate of Cologne, following the death of the 
Elector Max Heinrich, in June 1688. Cologne was a strategically vital 
crossroads for France, Germany, and the Low Countries, as well-as the 
leading ecclesiastical state of the Rhineland, and it was essential to Louis 
that it remain a protectorate of France. When his candidate to succeed Max 
Heinrich was thwarted by the Emperor and Pope, Louis threatened to. use 
force. Although French troops did not occupy the electorate until Septem- 
ber, when they did so as part of a more general invasion of the Rhineland, 
the menace of a French descent on Cologne alarmed the States General, as 
well as Brandenburg and the Emperor, who all mobilized large forces on the 
middle and lower Rhine. 

At the same time, increasing tension with France of itself made the States 
of Holland, and States General, more nervous about England. James II may 
have faced growing domestic opposition. but, for precisely that reason, he 
appeared increasingly dependent on the support of Louis XIV; he also 
possessed a formidable navy, and sizeable army. Memories of 1672, and 
previous Anglo-Dutch antagonism, rendered the regents all too ready to 
exaggerate the least sign of Anglo-French collusion, and to regard it as 
being directed against themselves." Whether or not William III seriously 
believed there was..a risk of a new joint Anglo-French attack on the 
Republic—James II later publicly denied any such conspiracy—he un- 
doubtedly exploited apprehension on this score among the regents. Such 
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fears were heightened by James’s request to the States General, in February 
1688, for the repatriation of the English and Scots regiments serving in the 
Dutch army. When the States General refused to release them, the king 
replied by issuing a general proclamation commanding his:subjects serving 
in the Dutch army and ‘navy to return home, .a measure which materially 
heightened Anglo-Dutch friction: 

Yet, all along, the decisive factor determining Dutch policy with regard 
to Britain was the escalating conflict over commerce between ‘the United 
Provinces and France."s It was Louis’s new guerre de commerce against the 
Dutch which made real the possibility of war between France and the Dutch 
and, in turn, rendered the possibility of Anglo-French collusion against the 
Republic dangerous. Both politically, and strategically, the economic war 
between France and the Dutch 'was the pivot.on which everything turned, 
enabling the Stadholder‘to combine with Amsterdam,. join. a: general 
coalition with the Habsburgs against Louis, and prepare his invasion of 
England. D’Avaux sensed a profound change, at Amsterdam, ‘long before 
he had concrete evidence. In June 1688, Orange took three of the four 
Amsterdam burgomasters into his confidence, initiating a secret strategic 
collaboration of momentous importance in European history, in which -the 
Prince’s two closest. confidants, Bentinck and, above all, Dijkvelt, consulted 
closely with the burgomasters, especially Hudde and Witsen.'% 

For the moment, the Amsterdam city council, divided among themselves, 
followed a middle course: holding up the proposed: measures of retaliation 
against France but, behind the scenes, co-operating with the Stadholder’s 
strategy of rearming the Republic, making alliances with German states, 
and amassing an armada for a possible invasion of England.'>’ It was not 
until late August that d’Avaux grasped the full: extent of. the collusion 
between Amsterdam and the Prince, but before that he saw that Rotterdam 
had switched to supporting the proposed ban on French imports; that now 
only Amsterdam and Delft were holding it up; and that Amsterdam. was no 
longer to be depended on to block William III’s military and strategic plans. 
D’Avaux warned his master that the regents and: merchants. were ‘trop 
aigries sur les affaires du commerce pour attendre une opposition vigoureuse 
de la part de la province de Hollande’. The ambassador tried stirring: up 
Friesland and Groningen but found that Hendrik Casimir preferred to stick 
to his accommodation with the Prince. 
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‘But Wilham III was also worried. If the Amsterdam burgomasters no 
longer opposed his policy, and were co-operating in the military and naval 
build-up, Hudde and Witsen were also appalled by the risks involved in 
attempting an autumn invasion of Britain, and Orange was in agonies of 
doubt as to whether he could.count on them: Over the summer, with 
Amsterdam’s. support, he had been able to negotiate a series of troop-hire 
agreements with Brandenburg, Hesse-Cassel, Celle, and Wiirttemberg, pro- 
viding: 14,000 seasoned German troops to serve under the flag of the States 
General, at Dutch rates of pay.'® With these he hoped to assuage Amster- 
dam’s fears that the eastern strongholds would not be sufficiently strongly 
held, after the Republic’s best regiments were drawn off, to embark on the 
invasion fleet destined for England. Early in September, the Prince wrote 
from ‘Minden to the magistrates of Amsterdam. assuring them to have 
perfected the alliances with the Princes of Germany, that therefore they 
should come to the assembly of Holland . . . with an unanimous resolution 
for the prohibition of the French commodities’."* This helped stop the 
disastrous crash on the Amsterdam Stock Exchange which had begun on 25 
August (see Table 39), but still Amsterdam hesitated.'*° 

On 19 September the Prince and Fagel revealed part of their strategic plan 
to the full States of Holland in secret session. Orange held that France had 
inflicted great damage on Dutch commerce, shipping, and fisheries, and that 
the Republic had no alternative but to arm for war, leading him to negotiate 
the hire of 14,000 crack troops from four German principalities.'*' As 
previously arranged, Amsterdam approved of what the Prince had done and 
emergency meetings of the provincial assemblies followed over the next few 
days. The Prince had sent Hendrik Casimir Fagel’s speech, to the States of 
Holland, asking him to use the same arguments to win over the States of 
Friesland. The Frisian Stadholder, in the ensuing secret session of the States 
of Friesland, stressed especially the ‘conspiracy which the two kings of 
France and England have formed against this state’.'"” Friesland likewise 
approved the Prince’s proceedings. 

The Amsterdam vroedschap was split. At their meeting, on 24 September, 
a hard core of States party regents still refused to allow the ban on French 
imports to proceed, arguing that it was not yet too late and demanding fresh 
talks with d’Avaux, to search for a way ‘so that the tariffs introduced in 
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France might be cancelled’.'* But at the critical moment Louis played right 
into Orange’s hands. Incensed at the Holland regents’ ‘insolence’ in daring 
to consider measures of economic retaliation against France, Louis clapped 
a general arrest on Dutch ships in French ports, seizing over a ‘hundred 
vessels, mostly loading wine, at Bordeaux, La Rochelle, and Nantes. With 
that the die was cast. The outrage amongst the Dutch public, and merchant 


TABLE 39. Movements in the VOC share price at Amsterdam, 1639-1690" 


Date Political context explaining movements Price 
' fluctuations 
(% of face-: 
value) 

Aug. 1639 Gains in Ceylon 412 
Mar. 1641 Impact of Portuguese. secession from Spain ‘481 
Apr. 1648 Dutch-Spanish peace 539 
Dec. 1649 William II confronts Holland 410 
Mar.—May 1654 _ End of First Anglo-Dutch War 400-450 
July 1660 Baltic peace; English Restoration; 

gains in E. Indies 370-480 
Mar. 1664 Rumours of war with England 498-81 
June 1665 English North Sea victories 348-322 
Sept. 1666 Breda peace talks begin 400 
Sept. 1667 End of Second Anglo-Dutch War’ 462 
Aug. 1671 High returns from the East Indies $70 
June 1672 Louis XIV’s invasion. of the Republic 250 
May 1675 Intensifying maritime war with France 428-443 
Nov. 1681 Threat of general European. war 395 
May 1683 Quarrel between William IIJ and Amsterdam 427-402 
Oct. 1684 End of Dutch domestic political crisis 470 
Apr. 1688 No political fears trouble the Amsterdam 

Exchange 560-568 
13 Aug. 1688 Optimism about VOC return cargoes 582 


25 Aug. 1688 Rumours of pending Dutch invasion of England ‘580-500 
26 Aug./5 Sept. | Stock Exchange crash caused by fears of war : 


1688 with France and England combined, as in 1672 500-365 
Oct. 1688 French army diverted to the Palatinate 420 
July 1690 Battle of Fleurus 496-487 


* Quotations are for shares in the Amsterdam Chamber of the VOC. 
Sources: Israel, Dutch Primacy, 255; Israel, ‘Amsterdam Stock Exchange’, 440. 
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community, was such that there was no further possibility of .delaying 
economic retaliation against France, which in turn probably meant war with 
France. It also meant—since Orange, Fagel, and the States were agreed that 
Britain was the weak link in Louis XIV’s European system—that there was 
no further prospect of opposing the invasion of Britain. On the news. of the 
arrests of the ships in France, the Amsterdam vroedschap immediately 
approved the ban on French imports, and a general arrest of French ships, 
in Dutch ports, and sent additional senior deputies to The Hague, so that a 
secret Committee could work with the Prince and Fagel, on the plans to 
invade England, ‘without referring back further to the vroedschap.'“ 

The full strategic plan was revealed to the States of Holland, in secret 
session, on 29 September. Orange’s argument was that France had inflicted 
vast damage on Dutch commerce, shipping, and fisheries; as a result, war 
with France was now unavoidable; but, if the Republic adopted .a defensive 
posture the likelihood was the two kings of France and England would 
overwhelm it, as they almost had in 1672; it was better, in the Prince’s 
judgement,.to invade England whilst England was divided, and weak, and 
before James could pack Parliament and overcome his domestic opposition; 
by invading, breaking the ‘absolute power’ of James II, and establishing an 
anti-French, and anti-Catholic, parliamentary monarchy, in Britain, the 
Republic could turn England round against France.'*5 This, then, was the 
Dutch logic in throwing everything, the pick of their forces, into their 
invasion of England, launching the Glorious Revolution. As the States of 
Holland secret resolution expressed it, the aim was to make the English 
‘useful to their friends and allies, and especially to this state’. 

The English ambassador at The Hague, the marquess d’Albeville, had, by 
early October, grasped what the regents expected to achieve: ‘an absolute 
conquest is intended under the specious and ordinary pretences of religion, 
liberty, property and a free Parliament, and a religious, exact, observation 
of the laws; this, and [drawing England into] war against France, they make 
account, will be but a work of a month’s time’. The invasion army 
consisted of 14,352 regular Dutch troops, a massive artillery train, and 5,000 
Huguenot, English, and Scots volunteers, making a total of over 21,000 
men.'47 It was an army designed to be as large as, or larger, and better 
equipped and trained than, any army James II could put into the field. To 
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carry the invasion force across to Britain, the admiralty colleges, chiefly of 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam, amassed some 400 transport vessels (ninety 
alone for. the horses) and a war fleet, of fifty-three vessels, to escort them. 

Diplomatic observers at The Hague were stunned by the speed and 
efficiency with which the Dutch armada of 1688 was fitted out. In terms of 
ships the Dutch invasion fleet was some four times as large as the Spanish 
armada of 1588. The secrecy with which much of the operation was 
prepared, and intricate planning which went into devising such a. vast 
undertaking, were much commented on even before the invasion fleet set 
sail. ‘Il faut convenir’, commented one diplomat at The Hague, ‘que.ce 
projet ne peut étre ny plus grand ny mieux concerté.”” Measured as an 
organizational accomplishment, the Dutch invasion of Britain, in November 
1688, marks the high-point of the Republic’s effectiveness as a European 
great power. Stadholder, regents, admiralty. colleges, army, navy, and. in 
several crucial instances—not least the commandeering of merchant ship- 
ping to transport the troops, artillery, and horses—the town governments, 
all worked impressively closely. When all dimensions are considered—xmili- 
tary, naval, financial, logistical, diplomatic, domestic—together with the 
clever propaganda offensive master-minded by Bentinck, which had an 
important effect in England,“ it was arguably one of the most impressive 
feats of organization any early modern regime ever achieved. D’Albeville 
perceived early on that a major difficulty for James and his ministers was 
simply to grasp what they were up against. ‘There is not in Christendom a 
better army of the number,’ he warned James’s secretary of state; ‘you may 
thinke what you please, they dont believe they will meet with great 
opposition.’ 

The States General, States of Holland, and Stadholder took an immense 
risk in sending across all the best regiments of the Dutch army, together 
with the pick of the Republic’s field artillery—fifty heavy guns, some 5,000 
horses, and much of the war fleet to British shores amid the stormy weather 
to be expected in late autumn. The Whig opponents of James in England 
promised extensive support for the invasion; but William and the regents 
knew that they could not necessarily rely on this support materializing; and 
the Dutch leadership tended (after decades of Anglo-Dutch hostility) to 
regard all the English as highly unreliable. Thus, they had to ensure that the 
invasion force was sufficiently strong to defeat James even if they received 
only minor British support. At the same time, the army had to have 
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sufficient staying power to hold the balance should there be civil war in 
Britain. Meanwhile, the Dutch forces (and German and Swedish auxiliary 
regiments) in the Low Countries had to be mobilized for war. For it was 
virtually certain that France would declare war on the Republic once the 
invasion was launched, Louis having already warned the States General, in 
September, that he would do so should they move against England.'*' The 
Republic thus knowingly precipitated a simultaneous war with the kings of 
both England and France, believing that this strategy, however risky, gave 
it: the best chance of transforming the balance of power in Europe and 
turning the tables on Louis XIV. Louis duly declared war on the United 
Provinces a fortnight after the invasion fleet set out. 

The great:armada of nearly 500 vessels assembled at Hellevoetsluis, south 
of Rotterdam, in .late September. This process took weeks and, once 
complete, the armada was held up by adverse winds for an entire month, 
the soldiers and horses suffering considerable hardship. On 11 October, 
d’Albeville: reported from The Hague that Dutch ‘Catholics pray ardently 
for His Majesty’s preservation and for the success of [James’s] army against 
his enemies; the wind continuing contrary all this while they call it a “popish 
wind” ’.'** After further damage resulting from an unsuccessful attempt to 
get out, thwarted by a storm, the fleet finally departed, early in November, 
backed by a strong easterly, which was soon dubbed the ‘Protestant wind’. 
No final decision had been taken as to whether to land in Yorkshire or 
Devon, William and Bentinck having planned only to land in one or the 
other:.so as to disembark out of reach of the English army (which was 
concentrated in the south-east), leaving the rest to the winds. The invasion 
fleet first proceeded up the east coast of England, as far as Harwich, and 
then doubled back. The English war fleet, caught in the Thames estuary by 
the strong easterly, watched it go by twice but was unable to get out to 
intercept it: 

Orange swept through the Strait of Dover in style, stretching out his vast 
fleet in a line from Dover to Calais, twenty-five deep, the warships on either 
flank thundering their guns in. an ironic salute to Dover Castle and Calais 
simultaneously, the Dutch regiments standing in parade formation on deck 
with. ‘trumpets:and drums playing’. The army landed uneventfully in Devon 
and, before long; had seized Exeter. During the first three weeks, until it 
became clear: that: William’s army: was stronger than James’s, English 
support for the invasion indeed proved sparse. But, as Orange himself told 
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the gentry of Devon, Somerset, and Dorset,'in a speech at Exeter, ten days 
after the landing, he did not need their. ‘military assistance’, only their 
‘countenance.and presence’ to justify his expedition and actions.’ During 
the first month after the landing the outcome seemed highly uncertain. 
There is little doubt that had James acted more resolutely both his army and 
fleet would have fought.the Dutch. But his fatal irresolution led, during 
December, to his power crumbling away as William advanced inexorably 
towards London. 

The Glorious Revolution reached its climax on .18 December, the day 
Orange and his army entered London in triumph. All the English regiments 
in the capital, including the palace guard, had been ordered, by Orange, to 
withdraw, to more than twenty miles outside London. Only Dutch troops 
were in the city; Whitehall, St James’s Palace, and the rest of London were 
to remain guarded by Dutch troops for many months to come.'* Orange 
was master of England, in control of the country’s army, navy, and finances 
long before Parliament met and hesitantly agreed to make him king in place 
of James, to rule as joint sovereign together with Mary. During January 
1689, before Parliament met, William and Bentinck. were already planning 
to dispatch a large part of the English army to Flanders to boost the 
Republic’s ‘Barrier’, and the Spanish. Netherlands,: against. the sapere 
French invasion.’*5 

Officially, William became joint sovereign of England in February.. In 
May, he brought England and (separately) Scotland into the war against 
France. But the Stadholder-king, as he now was, was nevertheless compelled 
to keep the Dutch.troops he had brought over. in Britain (and, from 1689, 
also Ireland) throughout the years 1689-91. For strong Jacobite opposition 
to the new regime developed not only in Scotland and Ireland but also. in 
England itself. Many of the English nobility, and also the Church :of 
England, were distinctly lukewarm in their attitude to the dethroning of 
James and his replacement with William and Mary. In the first year and half 
after James’s flight from London not only many English, Scots; and Irish 
but also Louis XIV, d’Avaux, and, indeed, the Stadholder-king : himself 
believed that without the Dutch army in Britain—and an additional force 
hired from Denmark—the revolution in Britain. would falter «and quite 
possibly collapse, since such English support as it enjoyed initially tended 
to diminish during 1689.'* In Dutch eyes, and those of all Europe, William 
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III’s position in Britain—and with it the fate of the Dutch Republic and the 
European balance of power—remained highly precarious, at least until the 
battle of the Boyne (July 1690), which decisively tilted the balance in 
Ireland. 

The presence of a large, and the best, part of the Dutch army in Britain 
and Ireland for three years whilst the Republic. was at war with France 
posed a host of new strategic and logistical problems for the States General 
and States of Holland. Amsterdam, and the rest of the States of Holland, 
had backed the invasion of Britain because they saw they had to fight 
France and that the best way of winning was to break the ‘absolute macht’ 
of James II, transform England into an anti-Catholic parliamentary mon- 
archy, and turn Britain round against France. Thus there were good 
prospects the close collaboration prevailing between Orange and the States 
of Holland,: since June 1688, would continue along with the struggle in 
Britain and Ireland. Indeed, in the new strategic context, Holland had no 
choice but to commit her forces to the defence of the Glorious Revolution. 
Nor was cost a problem, since January 1689, when William arranged for the 
17,000 Dutch troops remaining in Britain to be paid for by the English 
taxpayer rather than the Dutch.'*’ Yet many features of the new situation 
aroused anxiety in the regents; and, in the longer run, once the new regime 
in Britain was secure, and the main focus of the European struggle shifted 
back to the Low Countries, there was bound to be a growing divergence of 
approach and outlook as between the Stadholder-king and the Holland 
regents, or at least elements among them.'* The dividing of the Dutch army 
between Britain and the Low Countries until the end of the war in Ireland, 
in 1691, created a complicated situation in which the Dutch remained 
pinned to the defensive on. the Continent, leaving their allies, the Emperor 
and Brandenburg, to take the initiative throughout the north-west German 
theatre of conflict. Also, it meant that William and his Dutch noble 
favourites, especially Bentinck, Dijkvelt, and Ginkel—commander of the 
Anglo-Dutch army in Ireland during 1691—were freer than before to make 
key strategic decisions without consulting closely with the States. Further- 
more, whilst it suited William III that the Dutch should provide the larger 
land force to defend the ‘Barrier’ in the south Netherlands while England 
played the chief role at sea, providing naval power in a: ratio of five to three 
.vis-a-vis the Dutch, this locked the Republic into a position of maritime 
inferiority:to England which caused considerable unease in the Republic." 
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Thus, the underlying contradiction in attitude between Stadholder-king and 
Holland regents regarding the fundamental interests of the United Provinces 
remained unresolved. While the former remained chiefly concerned with the 
European balance of power, and defeating Louis XIV, Amsterdam and the 
Holland towns were. preoccupied with the security of their state and 
protecting its shipping and trade. 

A further worry among many.regents was that William III; as king of 
England and effective commander simultaneously of the armies of both 
England and the Republic, might now be more strongly placed than before 
1688 (rather than weaker, as other regents hoped) to expand his power and 
influence, as Stadholder, in the Republic. This was an. anxiety French 
propagandists sought to exploit, one writer commenting, in 1689, that the 
regents had enabled Orange to become king not only of the three kingdoms 
of England, Scotland, and Ireland but also of ‘a fourth’, meaning the United 
Provinces.'© And, indeed, in many respects the structure of Orangist power 
and influence in the Republic did continue to. grow after 1688. It is true that 
William III had already wielded an unprecedented sway over the army, 
military strategy, and promotions, when compared to previous Stadholders. 
But during the 1690s William III and his. Dutch favourites possessed, in 
addition, an unprecedented leverage .over war finance and the secret-diplo- 
macy of the state.'* 


THE LAST YEARS OF WILLIAM ilI’S STADHOLDERATE 


The Stadholder-king’s trump card in Dutch domestic politics between 1688 
and 1697 was that scarcely any regents believed it:possible to strike a deal 
with Louis XIV, or trust him at all, until France: was weakened: and his 
ambition curbed. Since it was impossible to accomplish this except through 
their English alliance, and hand-in-hand with Orange, there:was no way the 
Stadholder’s authority, or the web of favouritism, patronage, and influence 
forming the basis of his power, could be. attacked. In these circumstances, 
there was little prospect of replacing the Stadholder’s system with a more 
consultative, Holland-orientated framework in the tradition of: the ‘True 
Freedom’ of De Witt.. . 
Nevertheless, signs of a reviving Holland regent opposition to the ‘Stad- 
holder reappeared briefly, in 1689-90, at Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and 
Leiden. Indeed, over the winter of 1689-90, Orange became distinctly 
worried lest his entire European and British strategy be endangered by a 
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fresh power tussle m the Amsterdam -vroedschap; in which his friends, 
Witsen and Hudde, briefly lost ground: to. a..more republican-minded 
grouping led by Jan: Huydecoper (1625-1704) and. Gerard Bors van 
Waveren (1630-93). The first real clash between William and Amsterdam 
since 1684 occurred in December 1689 when the vroedschap ventured to 
deny that the Stadholder could still select the city’s seven magistrates, from 
double lists of nominations (as reimposed in 1672), whilst residing, as he was 
now; abroad. In the States of Holland, Amsterdam’s deputies argued that, 
with the Stadholder absent, Holland’s civic magistrates should be selected, 
from double lists, either by the States, or the Hof, of Holland. Circulars 
were sent to.the other Holland: towns. ‘I am so alarmed: by Amsterdam’s 
conduct,’ wrote William to Anthony Heinsius, Holland’s new Pensionary, 
in January 1690, ‘seeing what the consequences could be, not only for myself 
but for:all Europe, that-I have decided to send [Bentinck] to The Hague.” 
Bentinck’s mission was:to concert measures with Heinsius and head off any 
threat from the States party-faction to the Stadholder’s authority in general 
and the imminent second Anglo-Dutch invasion of Ireland, in particular. 
The Stadholder-king could not afford difficulties with the States of Holland 
at any stage between 1688-and:1691 but least of all at this moment. For not 
only did he need the States General’s approval to use the bulk of the Dutch 
troops in Britain as the spearhead of his offensive in Ireland—at the Boyne 
it was the Dutch Guards who led the-attack—but he also required more of 
the very big guns not then produced in Britain, and ships suitable for 
transporting. artillery and horses, all of which had first to be shipped from 
the Republic to England.’ 

Huydecoper and Bors:van: Waveren responded to ‘Bentinck’s arrival by 
attempting to prevent his assuming his seat in the Holland ridderschap, 
claiming he was no longer entitled to do so, being.a naturalized: subject of 
the English Crown. This imbroglio caused consternation throughout the 
Republic not least on the. Amsterdam Exchange, where share prices tumbled 
in anticipation: of a new rift within the Dutch body politic." But the 
‘Amsterdam: regents proceeded with immense .caution, not :wanting .to 
undermine either the Anglo-Dutch alliance or the general strategic position 
of:the Republic. The Leiden vroedschap, where republican sentiment at this 
point was also resurgent,.was caught‘in the same dilemma, and Bentinck 
could soon reassure his master that while some regents opposed his 
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authority in Dutch domestic politics ‘dans la grande affaire ils sont bien’.'© 
Nor was this surprising, for neither Amsterdam’s trade with France, nor the 
sale of Leiden Jakens, could be resumed until the French Crown was 
compelled to cease its mercantilist drive against Dutch commerce. With the 
Amsterdam vroedschap elections of February 1690, the tide ebbed back in 
favour of Witsen and Hudde. In a subsequent vote over whether Amster- 
dam. should persist. with defying the Stadholder in the matter of the 
magistrates, Huydecoper and Bors van Waveren were defeated by nineteen 
votes to twelve.'®’ The Prince’s friends in the States:of Holland were jubilant 
and so was the Amsterdam financial community: ‘we hope very well of the 
Amsterdam businesse,’ reported one observer to London; ‘Monsieur Witsen 
labours in it steadfastly; the actions at Amsterdam are risen prodigiously 
upon the hopes of an agreement.”"* To save face, the Amsterdam vroedschap 
sent their double list of fourteen nominations to the States of Holland ‘to 
do with it, as their soverains, what they should thinke fit’. French propa- 
ganda could only lament that ‘les bons républicains.qui ont encore quelques 
bluettes de l’esprit de De Witt sembloient vouloir respirer, mais ce n’a été 
qu’un petit soupir d’agonizant’.'® 

The inhibitions of the States-party faction ‘at this time were further reflected 
in the striking paucity of anti-Orangist pamphlets and caricatures, especially 
by comparison with the outpourings of:.1675 and 1683-4. By contrast, 
Orangist discourse and art became ever more effusive: The foremost Dutch 
political writer of the 1690s, Ericus Walten, extolled English-style constitu- 
tional monarchy, eulogized the Glorious Revolution, and hinted .that there 
was no great gap between the political systems of England and the United 
Provinces, the essence of stable, responsible government being an ‘eminent 
head’ who scrupulously observes the constitutional limits on his authority. 
For Walten, illegitimate government was the arbitrary rule ‘of the likes of 
Louis XIV. Romeyn de Hooghe (1645-1708), the foremost ‘engraver of the 
later Golden Age, was also:a leading Orangist propagandist who published 
numerous engravings exalting the exploits of the Stadholder in the field. 
When the Stadholder-king visited the Republic, in February 1691 (for the 
first time since 1688), unprecedentedly elaborate celebrations were laid on at 
The Hague,'”- featuring processions, poetic eulogies (including several 
penned in Spanish, by literati of the Amsterdam Sephardic Jewish com- 
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munity), and triumphal arches, obelisks, and other heroic décor, which De 
Hooghe helped design and were. redolent of a growing personality cult of 
William III reminiscent of that of Frederik Hendrik. Amongst the grander 
literary offerings celebrating 1688 was the long heroic poem I/ Prodigio 
(Amsterdam, 1695), composed in Italian, at Amsterdam, by the tireless 
Gregorio Leti, and the 9,000-verse effusion Willem ITJ—the first full-length 
epic in Dutch—by the Amsterdam poet Lucas Rotgans (1654-1710), son of 
a merchant (whose villa on the Vecht had been sacked by the French, in 
1672), the opening four books of which appeared in 1698, the rest in 1700. 

Meanwhile, in 1692, the elderly Collegiant poet, Oudaan, contemplated, 
on his death-bed, the fate of his unpublished manuscripts, including his 
tragedy, the Haagsche Broeder-Moord, written in 1672-3, dramatizing the 
murders of the brothers De Witt. Besides the sheer impossibility of publish- 
ing in the 1690s a work glorifying the De Witts and peppered with hostile 
allusions to Orange, and his favourites,’ it was untimely also in that 
Oudaan had, latterly, learnt to appreciate some of William III’s qualities, 
particularly his robust defence of toleration. Oudaan could see no other 
course but to instruct his daughter to destroy the text.-In fact, she did not 
do so; but it remained unpublished until 1712. 

Thus, Orange’s position in Dutch domestic politics in the 1690s, bolstered 
by international economic and strategic factors, was further strengthened by 
the policy of toleration which he pursued with consistency and vigour from 
the mid-1680s in both the Republic and Britain. The Stadholder demon- 
strated that (despite his preference for Voetian theology and professors) he 
was the chief protector of the Republic’s Catholics, Mennonites, and Jews 
and, on several occasions, went out of his way to reinforce this message. It 
was also he who protected the Cocceians within the Church from the full 
brunt of the Voetian reaction. By following this course, the Stadholder-king 
deprived the anti-Orangist opposition of much of its traditional following. 
Dissenters not only came to look upon him favourably but, in many cases, 
including that of Oudaan, openly eulogized him as the glorious defender of 
toleration and liberty against the intolerance and despotism of Louis XIV.'” 

The ‘True Freedom’, plainly, was in retreat. Checked at Amsterdam and 
Leiden, it was further rebuffed at Rotterdam following an outbreak of 
serious rioting, in the autumn of 1690, against one of the Prince’s most 
detested favourites, the baljuw Jacob van Zuylen van Nyevelt. This officer 
who specialized in combining a sanctimonious facade of Calvinist ortho- 
doxy with extortion and manipulating prostitutes had his house wrecked by 
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an indignant mob incited by local political opponents. Among these, was 
the young Bernard Mandeville (1670-1733), who later -became a famous 
writer in England. Mandeville caused a sensation by posting up on walls his 
vehement satire lambasting the ba/juw as a ‘money-grubbing tyrant’.'? After 
the riots the baljuw was tried by the Hof of. Holland for peculation but 
released, on the intervention of the Stadholder, who also compelled the 
Rotterdam vroedschap to. pay an exorbitant sum in compensation. In the 
aftermath of the affair, in 1692, the Prince purged the vroedschap, removing 
seven republican regents, and the Pensionary, and replacing them with 
staunch Orangists.'* This was followed by a general political, ideological, 
and theological reaction, presided over by the new Pensionary Isaac van 
Hoornbeeck, son of the Voetian professor Johannes. van Hoornbeeck. 
Voetian values were now in the ascendant and the legacy of Paets and other 
champions of the ‘True Freedom’ under attack. Mandeville had probably 
already departed. Pierre Bayle, the ‘philosopher of Rotterdam’, long at odds 
with. the Calvinist hardliners:‘among the Huguenots, found himself a marked 
man in the eyes of the newly purged Dutch consistory. His professorship 
had been arranged by Paets.-He was one of the principal champions of 
toleration in the Europe of the day. The following year, the vroedschap, at 
the request of the consistory, dismissed him from his: professorship at the 
Illustrious School.'” 

The public accepted the necessity of the war against: Louis XIV. Never- 
theless the deterioration of the Dutch economy. in the decade after 1687 was 
such that there were bound to be difficulties. Louis’s renewed guerre. de 
commerce,.and the onset of the Nine. Years War (1688-97), in fact mark the 
turning-point in the history: of the Dutch overseas trading system.'” 
Between 1590 and 1687-8, despite severe interruptions, and the restructur- 
ing between phases, the underlying trend in the economy and civic life had 
been consistently towards expansion. The conclusive.proof. of this is that the 
process: of urbanization in Holland continued without let-up until the late 
1680s—albeit with the sharp temporary reverse of 1672-4. By contrast, after 
1687-8, even though faster or slower during different phases, the basic 
trend, until the end of the Batavian ‘Republic in 1805-6, was one. of 
contraction and absolute decline, and the conclusive proof of this is that the 
Republic, from the. late 1680s, experienced a continuous process of de- 
urbanization (see pp. 1006-7. below). 
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The deterioration of the 1690s brought many adverse social consequences 
in its wake. The statistics of the drop in real wages and living standards at 
Amsterdam, in the 1690s show that this process began in the year 1688 
precisely.'” Despite the abrupt fall in real wages, poor men’s rents at 
Amsterdam rose after 1688 while prices for large houses dropped substan- 
tially—a sure sign of diminishing prosperity.’ At Haarlem and Leiden 
there was a marked contraction in employment in several textile branches, 
especially camlets, the supply of mohair, as with other raw materials from 
the Levant, being disrupted by the maritime conflict in the Mediterranean.'” 
A riot at Haarlem in 1690 which began as a protest against a civic Further 
Reformation measure, banning smoking in the city’s streets and in boats on 
its canals, on pain of a 6 guilder fine, ended with working men shouting 
down the burgomasters’ efforts to calm them with cries that they had no 
work.'® There were not many urban riots in Holland during these years but 
there were enough to show that the populace felt.the impact of the changed 
circumstances acutely. The worst disturbances erupted at Amsterdam, in 
February 1696, in response to the laying on of additional taxation for the 
war.'®' The city was in uproar for a week with repeated mob attacks on the 
residences of excise collectors, one or two Jewish financiers, and the English 
‘agent’ in. the city. 

The war dragged on, causing mounting hardship in the Republic as in 
France. In Britain and Ireland; the Jacobites, backed by the French, were 
crushed in. the campaigns of 1690-1. But in continental Europe, the result 
was: a stalemate, :the combined might of the Republic, Britain, the Emperor, 
Spain, and Brandenburg proving insufficient to defeat France. Consequently, 
William IIJ, working closely with Heinsius, who was adept at collaborating 
with the Stadholder while outwardly maintaining the dignity of the States of 
Holland, and of his office, entered into a series of complex secret negotiations 
with the French court in the latter part of 1693. The remarkable feature of 
these dealings, which, over the next three years, created the framework for 
peace, is. that neither Parliament in England nor the Dutch. provincial 
assemblies, or States General, played any part in, or had any idea about, the 
proceedings. The Stadholder-king employed Dijkvelt as his chief negotiator 
and otherwise involved only Heinsius, Bentinck and—just sufficiently to 
retain their confidence—the Amsterdam burgomasters."*? Only when broad 
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agreement with Louis XIV had been reached were Parliament and the Dutch 
assemblies brought into the picture and did the formal negotiations at 
Rijswijk, Frederik Hendrik’s palace near The Hague (see PLATE 14), begin. 

When first made public, the ensuing peace terms appeared to satisfy all 
the essential war aims of the States General. The French agreed to evacuate 
the duchy of Luxemburg and strategic border fortress towns of Charleroi, 
Mons, Kortrijk, Ath, and Chiny, together with numerous dependent border 
castles and villages. Louis renounced his claims over the Spanish Nether- 
lands. The Anglo-Dutch alliance was confirmed and. Louis obliged. to 
recognize William III as king of England, Scotland, and Ireland. Finally, 
and of particular importance to the Dutch, Louis consented to cancel the 
French tariff list of 1667 so detested by Dutch merchants and manufac- 
turers, guaranteeing the 1664 tariff list and normal trading relations between 
the Republic and France, in a separate forty-five-clause treaty of commerce. 

The Dutch had their ‘barrier’ and thought they had their trade conces- 
sions. The Franco-Dutch treaty of commerce stipulated that the 1667 tariff 
was to be abolished and a new tariff, acceptable to the Dutch, negotiated 
within three months; should agreement prove impossible, ‘le tarif de l’an 
1664 aura lieu pour l’avenir’.'"3 This seemed clear and was approved and 
ratified by the States General. But after the three months had elapsed, 
Louis’s ministers stunned Dutch diplomats by interpreting the crucial clause 
to mean that the 1664 tariff list would apply wherever the 1667 list had not 
previously been superseded with respect to particular commodities. Since 
many Dutch exports to France had been burdened during the years since, 
with even higher imposts than under the 1667 list, construing the treaty in 
this way completely nullified the gains the States General thought they had 
extracted. The return of a Dutch vessel from France, with a cargo of Gouda 
pipes still on board, because the French port authorities had insisted on 
payment of the prohibitive wartime duty decreed in 1692, utterly appalled 
the Dutch merchant and manufacturing community." 

Louis offered to negotiate; a States General commission was sent to Paris 
and Dutch and French negotiators argued about tariffs in Paris’ thrice 
weekly for many months without the least progress. In a private interview 
with the Dutch ambassador, in October 1698, Louis in person discoursed at 
length about whale blubber and Spanish wool imports into France, declin- 
ing to yield the low tariffs the Dutch were demanding. The States General, 
meanwhile, refused to relinquish the base of Pondicherry, in India, which 
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the VOC had captured from the French at great cost, in 1693, but which 
the Republic was due to return to France under the terms of the peace 
treaty.. Not until June 1699 did the United Provinces and France finally 
settle on a new list, fixing France’s tariffs‘on Dutch fine cloth and most other 
commodities at roughly half-way between the levels-of 1664 and 1667. It was 
the best the Dutch could get; but the episode left a sour. taste, reinforcing 
the impression in the Republic that it was impossible to trust Louis XIV and 
that the security of the Republic and its shipping and.commerce had not yet 
been assured. 

The international situation did indeed remain tense. In 1697, William III’s 
status in the international arena, and prestige, appeared to stand higher than 
ever. But neither the personal duel between Louis XIV and the Stadholder- 
king nor the contest for hegemony in Europe and the Indies had been settled 
and, with the childless king of Spain, Carlos II, increasingly sickly, the 
approaching Spanish Succession crisis cast its shadow not only over Europe 
but the entire globe. The uncertainty prevailing during the short interval 
(1697-1700) between Rijswijk and the death of Carlos II, precipitating 
global conflict over the future of Spain, the Spanish Indies, and the Spanish 
Netherlands, doubtless contributed to the striking absence of any real 
revival of republican sentiment in the United Provinces in those years. 

After 1697, during the last years of his life, both the authority and the 
reputation of William III tended to diminish, especially outside the United 
Provinces. In the first place, his position in Britain was now substantially 
weaker than in the early 1690s. Parliament, feeble in 1688-91, had by the 
late 1690s emerged as the dominant force in English politics and more and 
more limited the Stadholder-king’s power, at least in domestic affairs. In the 
second place, his reputation suffered, beginning in 1697, through persistent 
rumours that he was conducting a scandalous homosexual relationship with 
his new favourite, the Gelderland noble Arnold Joost van Keppel, Lord 
Albemarle, and the public estrangement between the monarch and Hans 
Willem Bentinck, his right-hand man for over thirty years, who detested, 
and was jealous of, Albemarle.'®5 But while this rampant innuendo was 
actively fomented in England and by the French court, and abounded at 
The Hague, it was not reflected in any surge of hostile propaganda or 
publicity in the Republic, where there was no shift in domestic politics 
comparable with that evident in England or Ireland. On the whole, the end 
of the war brought remarkably little slippage in the Stadholder’s position in 
Dutch domestic politics. At Amsterdam, there were signs, by 1700, that the 
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group around Joan Corver; successor to those ‘who had challenged Witsen 
and: Hudde in 1690; were reviving marginally, but, in. general, the Stad- 
holder’s grip remained intact. At Leiden, the vroedschap remained remark- 
ably submissive to his authority down to his death in 1702." 

The most ambitious international initiative undertaken by the Stadholder- 
king after'the peace of Rijswijk was the attempt to forestall.a fresh global 
war, over the future of the Spanish monarchy, by negotiating a partition 
agreement (which was never put into effect) with Louis XIV. Two treaties 
were negotiated in Paris in 1698 and 1699, and, again, only a tiny circle of 
confidants were involved while, during the course of ‘the talks, both 
Parliament and the Dutch assemblies were left in the dark.'*’ This time even 
Dijkvelt was excluded and Bentinck (who as William III’s ambassador in 
Paris was supposedly spokesman for England’s interests), though involved, 
carried less weight than before. The Amsterdam burgomasters also were 
largely left to one side, the Stadholder-king relying chiefly on. Heinsius. 
When they: were eventually told what was: going on, of course neither the 
Emperor nor the king of Spain was at.all pleased to see what. William ITI 
and Louis were. intending to: commit. them to: a division of the empire 
between the car cea — the Emperor’s heir. 
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URBAN EXPANSION, TOWN PLANNING, AND THE ARTS 


A new phase in Dutch art and architecture, as in economic activity, 
commenced in the late 1640s, the austerity of the previous quarter 
century ending in the mid 1640s. The new stage in the unfolding of the 
Dutch Golden Age was to be one of larger-scale, grander effects, richer and 
more varied colouring, and a striving towards yet greater sophistication in 
terms of both detail and perspective. As we have seen, between 1647 and 
1672, Dutch commerce (except Baltic bulk-carrying) was in a more expan- 
sive. and dynamic phase than during the previous quarter-century—as 
Aitzema, Pieter de la Court, Pieter de Groot, and other contemporaries 
noted—and it was as a direct result of this, as Emmanuel van der Hoeven 
observed, at the beginning of the eighteenth century, that most of the finest, 
largest, and most splendid buildings and sculptured monuments not only of 
his own city, Amsterdam, but also of The Hague, Leiden, Haarlem, and 
Dordrecht, materialized in the 1650s and 1660s.’ This was also the most 
expansive period of the Dutch Golden Age for urban development and 
planning. Moreover, what applies to town-planning, architecture, and 
sculpture applies also to painting and the decorative arts. This new phase in 
art and architecture, which marks the zenith of Dutch artistic achievement 
in terms of scope, sophistication, and international impact, was to continue 
without faltering until the great crash (artistic as well as financial and 
political) of 1672. 

Not surprisingly, there had been a marked tendency during the economic 
slow-down of the 1620s and 1630s, with the Spanish conflict and Thirty 
Years War in progress, for projects of urban development and construction 
of large buildings to be postponed. Agriculture flourished as never before 
and work on schemes for land reclamation and drainage accelerated. But 
the towns were under pressure and disinclined, throughout the quarter of a 
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century from 1621, to envisage major alterations, or demolish old and 
dilapidated structures, to create space for new development. Thus, even 
though the period was one of exceptionally rapid increase in the urban 
population of the maritime provinces, city councils, on the whole, shelved 
projects for new housing, walls, town gates, churches, harbour facilities, and 
educational institutions. In Amsterdam, and no doubt also other towns, the 
post-1621 slow-down in housing construction meant increased overcrowd- 
ing in the poorer parts of the city. 

The best-known instance of such postponement were the plans for 
Amsterdam’s new town hall. The existing town hall was inadequate for its 
expanded functions long before the vroedschap decided, in 1648, the year of 
the peace of Minster, to allocate the resources for construction of a new 
town hall of appropriate size and splendour.’ But there are numerous other 
examples. In the case of Leiden, it was obvious long before 1647 that the 
decaying gatehouses needed to be replaced but only after 1648 did construc- 
tion of the new gatehouses begin. There had also been a pressing need for 
a major new church to accommodate the increasing numbers of Reformed 
worshippers. Designs for the Leiden Marekerk, first of the series of great 
monumental churches built in Holland and Zeeland, during the middle 
years of the century, were ready by 1639; but most of the work was left to 
the late 1640s, and the imposing facade, which cost most, to the 1650s, when 
an array of other large-scale projects were simultaneously in progress in the 
city.? 

‘In some cases, shelving construction of new charches created appreciable 
problems of overcrowding. In Flushing, Reformed services were held only 
in the main church, until 1616, and then also in a second church which was 
enlarged in the 1620s. But, though it was not until after: 1648 that 
construction of Flushing’s third church began, it had long been impossible, 
by that date, to fit all the congregants in, obliging the vroedschap to ask the 
Stadholder to permit his residence in the town, the Prinsenhof, to be used 
to hold services for the overflow.‘ Flushing’s third Reformed church was 
built in the years 1650-4. 

The impetus behind the rapid urbanization, and development, charac- 
teristic of the new phase, beginning in the late 1640s, was thus economic and 
social, in the first instance. In cities such as Leiden, Haarlem, and Delft, 
where manufacturing formed the basis of urban prosperity and growth, 
regents and manufacturers viewed development schemes as a means of 
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stimulating further growth of manufacturing, as-well as accommodating the 
existing population.’ To thrive, these cities had to draw in labour, skills, and 
investment from elsewhere, and in the race to attract immigrants, competed 
against each other. The much discussed plans for laying out new quarters 
of Leiden, during the 1640s and 1650s, were warmly sponsored by textile 
bosses, such as Pieter de la Court, who warned the burgomasters that rents 
paid by textile workers for their houses were rising too fast, and that if the 
city failed to initiate large-scale urban expansion, and provide more cheap 
housing, then Leiden’s prospects for growth, and vitality, would be fatally 
impaired. Still more protracted debates about urban renewal ensued at 
Haarlem, with Van Campen, Pieter Post, and Salomon de Bray providing 
architectural expertise and plans.° After completing several large projects in 
the city. centre, the vroedschap decided, in 1671, to embark on a massive 
extension of the city, prompted by the vitality of the city’s textile industry 
and the need for more cheap housing for textile workers, and inspired by 
the hope of attracting more industrial activity to Haarlem. It was a risky 
decision, unfortunately timed, which proved far too ambitious. But no one 
could know that in 1671. The urban extension programme embarked on in 
Amsterdam, in 1663, the biggest extension of Amsterdam in the seventeenth 
century, and the talking-point of the city for many years, was predicted by 
the English envoy, Downing, to be over-ambitious; but he was proved 
wrong.. The new canals, and extensions of old canals, laid out at this time 
in Amsterdam. came rapidly to be lined with handsome houses, including 
many of the finest town residences in the Republic.” In the mid- and late 
1640s, before large-scale expansion had got under way, prices of large 
houses in Amsterdam had risen sharply; in the 1650s, they rose steadily; in 
the late: 1660s, rich men’s houses in Amsterdam eased back in value slightly, 
but basically held steady down to 1672.* 

Major projects were undertaken also at Rotterdam and The Hague. 
Dordrecht was less ambitious but Van der Hoeven rightly included the city 
in his list, since there too civic extension projects commenced in 1647, the 
harbours were extended to accommodate the post-1647 increase in river 
trade, and the city built a number of new gatehouses. Besides the main 
Holland towns, Middelburg, and Groningen—which embarked on a major 
new church, Utrecht also hosted much debate about urban extension and 
renewal, in the 1650s and 1660s. The deliberations of the Utrecht city fathers 
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typified the mixture of economic, social, political, and cultural. motivations 
which governed the Dutch urban development projects of this period. 
Utrecht regents were anxious to provide more cheap housing for artisans to 
facilitate the expansion of activity, and to attract wealthy men by building 
fine houses. But also they worried lest Utrecht be eclipsed by the Holland 
towns in grandeur, aspiring to beautify their city to add to its prestige.and 
enhance civic pride.’ 

Thus, rivalry between the towns was economic but also political and 
artistic. Practical considerations weighed heavily but aesthetic judgements 
counted for a great deal also. Many regents, such as Gerard Reynst, Joan 
Huydecoper, and Cornelis and Andries de Graeff, at Amsterdam, or 
Govaert van Slingelandt, Pensionary of Dordrecht, were noted art connois- 
seurs.'° But art, for these men, was not just a private matter. It was also 
directed towards the enhancement of their cities. This desire to enhance, on 
a large scale, so typical of the Dutch context at the zenith of the Golden 
Age, explains the high degree of interaction between architecture, sculpture, 
painting, and the decorative arts which is a further feature of the post-1647 
period. 

A typical feature of the culminating phase between the mid-1640s and 
1672 was. the series of great churches. Most of the major churches built in 
the Dutch Republic between 1572 and its downfall, in 1795, were con- 
structed, and embellished, in the years 1645-75. They were the result of 
population growth and progress of confessionalization, but, in the case of 
the major non-Reformed churches (including the two great synagogues in 
Amsterdam), were also a product of the increasing toleration typical of the 
First Stadholderiess period. The series began with the Marekerk at Leiden, 
a striking octagonal building, on a large scale, designed by Arent van 
’s Gravesande, working together, in part, with Jacob van Campen, the 
greatest of the five principal architects of mid-seventeenth-century Dutch 
classicism;" then followed the New Church at Haarlem, designed by Van 
Campen, and built in the years 1645-51: Next, and one of the most 
beautiful, was the Oostkerk erected at Middelburg in the years 1647~67, just 
when the number of Reformed preachers in the city reached its peak, rising 
from ten to eleven. This, the Republic’s second large octagonal church, was 
designed by ’s Gravesande and Pieter Post, largely on the model of the 
Leiden Marekerk."* The beautiful New Church, of The Hague, the third of 
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the ‘city’s major .churches, and: the first to be built for centuries, was 
constructed in the years 1649-56, on the joint initiative of the yroedschap 
and the Hof van Holland, to designs by Pieter Noorwits, a brother of ’s 
Gravesande. Amsterdam, unlike the:other towns, had built several new 
churches ‘during the early seventeenth century; but there too, with the 
continued expansion, there was:a ‘need for another, the Reformed Ooster- 
kerk arising in the years 1669-71. 

‘But, at Amsterdam, what was chiefly remarkable during this period were 
the huge, monumental churches built for the non-Reformed communities of 
the city. Especially'‘striking were the magnificent round church built by the 
Lutheran community in the years 1667-71, a building with an impressive 
cupola which made a considerable impact on architectural connoisseurs, a 
church built to accommodate -5,450 people;"? the main Ashkenazic syna- 
gogue, designed -by Elias Bouman (1635-86), constructed in the years 
1669-71; and the great ‘Portuguese Synagogue’, one of the largest buildings 
in Holland, begun in 1671; also to designs by Bouman, but completed only 
in 1675, owing to suspension of work during the French invasion of 1672-4. 
These two synagogues were not only the first imposing synagogues built in 
the Republic, but the first in western Europe—for those permitted in the 
Italian cities, including Venice and Rome, were handsome only within." It 
had not been permitted that they should make an outward impact. 

Accompanying the great churches, a variety of other monumental build- 
ings and structures were built during the quarter of a century after Miinster. 
At Amsterdam vast sums and resources were lavished on the new town hall, 
which was undoubtedly the single most imposing architectural venture ever 
undertaken in the Republic. By the time work began, in October 1648, the 
burgomasters had been deliberating the designs for their vast new headquar- 
ters, together with Van Campen, Vingboons, and other architects, for a 
decade. The States party bloc which dominated the Amsterdam city council, 
and especially Cornelis de Graeff, who chiefly influenced the final outcome, 
intended the edifice to be the grandest in the Republic and express not only 
the greatness of Amsterdam but the secular values, and civic pride, of the 
citizenry and its élites and regents.’ But during the late 1640s’ some 
concession had to be made to the strict Calvinist element in the vroedschap, 
for the city’s New Church, next to the site where the town hall was to be 
built, had been damaged by fire in 1645, and required substantial restora- 
tion, and enhancement, lest it be completely overshadowed by what many 
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preachers and Calvinist orthodox saw as the excessive pomp of the planned 
town hall. Van Campen, and the sculptor Quellinus, who supervised the 
work on the town hall, were also commissioned to refurbish the neighbour- 
ing church. The main addition to the latter, however, intended to counter- 
balance the grandeur of the town hall, was abandoned after the death. of 
William II, with the new ascendancy of the States party bloc. 

The Amsterdam Town Hall, the largest architectural and artistic under- 
taking of the era,. was also, in its stately grandeur and classicizing style, 
deeply representative of the culminating phase of the Golden Age. Working 
on an unprecedented scale (for there was no real model for what was 
intended), Van Campen successfully harmonized diverse Palladian, and 
other Italian, classicizing influences into'a coherent whole with an unmis- 
takably Dutch flavour." The new building was inaugurated, amid much 
ceremony—ofiicial, artistic, and literary—including the reciting. of commis- 
sioned verses by Vondel, in 1655. But.that was just the architectural shell. 
Most of the work on the sculptures, and large public paintings, within -was 
executed during the late 1650s and 1660s. 

But Amsterdam was alone, in the core of the Republic, i in needing a new 
town hall in the mid-seventeenth century. More typical of urban projects 
outside Amsterdam between the 1640s and 1672 were gatehouses, weigh- 
houses, charitable premises, and ornamental entrances, such as that de- 
signed. by ’s Gravesande to adorn the medieval fort in the centre of Leiden. 
After Amsterdam, Leiden and Haarlem went furthest in renovating, and 
enhancing, their civic profiles. Urban development in Leiden may have been 
chiefly intended to enlarge the city, and its stock of cheap housing, but 
enhancement also had high priority. Remarkably, Leiden, then one of the 
largest manufacturing towns in Europe, could be described by the wine- 
dealer Jean de Parival (with pardonable enthusiasm) as ‘cette ville la plus 
nette et la plus plaisante qui soit en l’Europe’, especially in consequence of 
‘la beauté des édifices’.'? The prosperity of the Jaken and camlet industries, 
since the 1640s, paid for this splendour; the vision, and architectural 
inspiration, derived from civic pride—the desire to surpass Haarlem, The 
Hague, and Delft, and vie with Amsterdam. 

Laying out new canals, and streets, at Leiden, culminated i in the 1650s, 
and early 1660s, before the plague outbreaks of the mid-1660s.'° The 
vroedschap assigned the principal architectural commissions to ’s Grave- 
sande, who was civic architect in the years 1638-55, and later Pieter Post. 
’s Gravesande, who had learnt his trade working on Frederik Hendrik’s 
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palaces, during the 1630s, had won wide recognition with his designs for the 
Marekerk. He was also the architect of the Leiden. Lakenhal (Cloth Hall), 
built to accommodate the. headquarters of the burgeoning new Jaken 
industry, in the early 1640s. Sucked into a frenzy of architectural work in 
Leiden,..during the early 1650s, he designed the first of the new city 
gatehouses, the Doelenpoort (1648); a civic hostel for official visitors, the 
Heerenlogement (1652); a civic gaol (1654); an elegant library, the Biblio- 
theca Thissiana (1655); and several stately houses, along the city’s most 
prestigious canal—the Rapenburg. After ’s Gravesande left, Post came to 
the fore, designing the Weigh-House (1657) and the nearby Butter House. 

’s Gravesande’s Doelenpoort was the first of eight prestige gatehouses, 
encircling Leiden, built between 1648 and 1672.'9 They were constructed of 
expensive materials and designed to impress.” The Zijlpoort (1667) was 
adorned with a magnificent marble relief, festooned with baroque trophies, 
lions, and cannon, executed by Rombout Verhulst, the foremost sculptor 
active in the Republic during this period and the most influential, not least 
through his sculptures for the Amsterdam Town Hall. In embellishing 
Leiden, the: vroedschap. developed a veritable mania for public clocks and 
clock-towers. One was installed at the top of the White Gate (1650), near 
where passenger barge traffic loaded and unloaded, to encourage punc- 
tuality of barge departures. One of the largest of the Leiden public clocks, 
manufactured at. The Hague, was affixed to the octagonal tower of the 
Marekerk, in 1648. 

At Amsterdam, the new Town Hall overshadowed everything else (see 
PLaTE 26). Nevertheless, there were many other large projects in progress, 
from the late 1640s -down to 1672, besides this, the churches, and syna- 
gogues. Both of the city’s main orphanages were replaced with larger 
buildings, the Reformed orphanage built to designs by Elias Bouman, in 
1657;,.being designed to accommodate 800 children, the population of an 
entire village.*' A vast.new admiralty building, with an imposing facade 
reminiscent of the Town Hall, was constructed, to cope with the expanded 
functions of the Amsterdam admiralty after the First Anglo-Dutch War, in 
the years 1656-61. On this occasion too the vroedschap commissioned 
Vondel to write verses to be recited at the inauguration of the building. To 
adorn the interior, Ferdinand Bol was commissioned to paint four huge 
allegorical paintings, for which he was paid 2,000 guilders.” 
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Much of the new urban area which arose‘as:a: result of the city extension 
embarked on in 1663 was auctioned off, in large lots, for the building of 
wide-fronted mansions for élite merchants; financiers, and regents. For the 
most successful men in the city, there was now a strong incentive to build 
on, and move to, the prestigious new stretches of the Herengracht and 
Keizersgracht, or at least build elsewhere, on a ‘comparable scale, ‘if they 
wished to keep up status. Among the most imposing new houses were that 
built for the brothers Trip (the Trippenhuis), begun in 1660, to designs by 
Justus Vingboons, and the residences of Joseph Deutz‘and Jeronimus 
Haase, built in 1670-2, on the Herengracht, by Philips Vingboons.”? The 
Trippenhuis was embellished with paintings by Nicolaes Maes and Caesar 
van Everdingen, and the famous portraits of Jacob Trip and his wife, which 
Rembrandt painted, for this house, in 1661. 

Amsterdam and Leiden surpassed the rest in grandeur. But much 'rebuild- 
ing, including many large-scale projects, was embarked on also ‘in other 
towns. Much of the centre of Delft had to be extensively rebuilt, following 
the great gunpowder explosion of 1654 which demolished hundreds of 
houses and killed many citizens, including Rembrandt’s most talented pupil, 
Carel Fabritius. Several projects were carried through in Gouda, notably the 
large new Weigh-House, designed by Post, built in 1668, the spot where 
possibly more cheese was piled, over the next half-century, than anywhere 
else on earth. Rotterdam too acquired new canals, streets, and fine buildings 
in this period, among them the Schielandshuis, designed by Post, and built 
in the years 1662-5, one of the masterpieces of Dutch classicist architecture. 

Of particular importance were the architectural’and artistic projects in 
progress at The Hague. If the Amsterdam Town Hall was the supreme 
embodiment of civic pride and republican virtue, the glory of the House of 
Orange attained its fullest expression in the elegant Huis ten Bosch, 
half-finished at the time of Frederik Hendrik’s death in 1647, and completed 
by Amalia von Solms during the 1650s. The parallels between the two great 
undertakings were heightened by the fact that Van Campen was architect, 
and in overall charge of artistic activity, also at the Huis ten Bosch.-The 
artistic centrepiece of the palace was the so-called Hall of Orange (Oran- 
jezaal), which was covered with murals extolling the exploits of Frederik 
Hendrik.* Several of these were painted by the Antwerp artists Jacob 
Jordaens and Gonzales Coques, others by Dutch artists—Van Campen, 
Gerrit Honthorst, Caesar van Everdingen, Salomon de Bray, Jan Lievens, 
and Pieter Soutman. 
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The Huis ten Bosch and the New Church were two major projects in 
hand, at The Hague, in the 1650s—but there was also a third, the Hall of 
the States or Statenzaal. This was the hall, in the Binnenhof complex, where 
the States of Holland held their meetings. Johan de Witt. was one of the 
most active of the States committee which supervised this extensive refur- 
bishment, liaising in particular with the architect Pieter Post. 

The prosperous Holland towns were in such close proximity to each other, 
and passenger barge transportation—which reached the peak of its develop- 
ment in the 1660s%°—made confortable sightseeing so easy, that it was 
possible for an ordinary member of the public to savour the new architec- 
ture, public and private, comparing changes in one town with another. 
Pipe-smoking, chatting passengers, sitting in barges, also.were able to view 
many of the country villas going up in Holland and Utrecht. In this way, 
these two provinces were turned into a kind of showcase in which formal 
gardens also became an integral feature. 

These country villas, and their gardens, were dotted around the country- 
side especially to the north of Haarlem, around The Hague, and along the 
River Vecht, between’ Utrecht and the Zuider Zee, especially around 
Maarssen and Breukelen. Most of these mansions, often crammed with 
paintings, hangings, porcelain, and other décor, belonged to Amsterdam 
merchants, -and regents, of Reformed background, including one of. the 
finest, Goudestein, in Maarssen, which belonged to the Amsterdam burgo- 
master Johan Huydecoper and was repeatedly painted by his artist protégé, 
Jan van der Heyden. But there were also residences, and gardens, along the 
Vecht belonging to Catholics, Mennonites, and Portuguese Jews. 

“The fashion for building arcadian retreats had begun in the late 1620s and 
1630s—once the danger of a Spanish invasion of the interior receded—but 
the classic age of the Dutch country mansion extended from. the mid-1640s 
to 1672. During those years many of the finest were built and some of the 
earlier ones, including Huydecoper’s Goudestein, redesigned and refur- 
bished.. The villas were an expression of mercantile wealth, and patrician 
status, but also of the wealth of the The Hague bureaucracy and high office. 
Among those near The Hague were Sorghvliet, built for Jacob Cats in the 
early 1650s, :and Constantijn Huygens’s residence, Hofwijck. Huygens jent 
impetus to the fashion for country villas by writing a country house poem, 
in 2824 alexandrines, in 1651, idealizing rural and disparaging city life.”* 
Among the more notable villas north of Haarlem, was Vredenburgh, in the 
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Purmer polder, built for Frederik Alewijn, whose family had been amongst 
the most important investors in the project to drain the polder; both Philips 
Vingboons and Pieter Post produced designs for this house, which was 
completed around 1652. Another renowned villa was Elswout, near Haar- 
lem, built in the late 1650s for the great Amsterdam merchant Gabriel de 
Marcelis, ‘Agent’ of the Crown of Denmark. 

The scale and intensity of architectural activity, particularly in Holland, 
but not exclusively so, from the 1640s onwards, together with the plans for 
urban extensions, generated an upsurge of connoisseurship, and study, of 
architecture. In contrast to most European lands, where major building 
commissions would be decided by princes, noblemen, and powerful eccle- 
siastics, conferring privately with artists and architects, the practice in the 
Dutch towns was for regent committees to supervise commissions. As a 
result, there was more discussion, formal competitions between architects, 
and comparison of models. Jacob van Campen, most widely reputed of the 
architects, exerted a presiding influence over architecture at Amsterdam, 
The Hague, and on the Vecht, in the province of Utrecht, besides his home 
ground, at Haarlem. But his design for the New Church, built in Haarlem 
in the 1640s, was nevertheless chosen in competition with designs, and 
models, by Post and De Bray.”’ 

A key feature of the urban reconstruction, and expansion, was that all the 
architects, planners, and artists consulted in connection with major projects 
were trained in the northern Netherlands. Palladian and other Italian 
classicizing influences were a crucial ingredient. But there was no close 
emulation of Italian, French, or English models.” Constantijn Huygens, an 
influential figure in the formation of Dutch architectural taste in the second 
quarter of the century, deliberately nurtured an authentic, and distinctive, 
north Netherlands classicist style. Foreign architectural textbooks played a 
part; but the chief influences on regents’ decisions were the latest develop- 
ments in neighbouring Dutch towns. Similarly, regents and merchants about 
to build rural residences contemplated neighbouring villas rather than 
foreign designs. It is this which explains the distinctiveness, and coherence, 
of Golden Age Dutch architectural development and the intense interest in 
new architectural projects throughout the United Provinces even before the 
buildings themselves materialized. 

The: example of Hendrik de Keyser, who through his book Architectura 
Moderna (1631) had made his designs known throughout the Republic, was 
emulated by Van Campen, Post, De Bray, and Philips Vingboons, a 
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comprehensive edition of whose designs was published by the Amsterdam 
art dealer Clement de Jonghe, in 1665. The lesser provinces, Generality 
Lands, and also neighbouring German Calvinist towns such as Emden and 
Cleves drew their inspiration likewise, where major new building projects 
were undertaken, from Holland, albeit with a notable time lag. Thus, in 
1643-7, Emden built its. New Church on the model of the Amsterdam 
Zuiderkerk, construction of which had begun over forty years before; while 
Groningen’s Noorderkerk, built in 1660-5, was modelled on the Amsterdam 
Noorderkerk, work on which had begun in 1620. 

Altogether more up to date and expressive of the stately classicism 
characteristic. of Dutch Golden Age architecture at its zenith was the 
beautiful Oostkerk at Middelburg, built chiefly under the supervision of Van 
*s Gravesande in the years around 1660. Though strongly influenced by the 
Leiden Marekerk, the Middelburg structure also displays a number of novel 
features and is even more impressive, indeed one of the foremost buildings 
of the Dutch Republic erected outside the province of Holland. Predictably, 
a print showing the architectural designs for the: Middelburg church was 
circulating in Holland by 1657, long before the structure itself neared 
completion. Another indication of the tight architectural cohesion of the 
United Provinces was the choice of Pieter Post to design the new Maastricht 
Town Hall, ‘built in the years .1659-64. Maastricht was remote from 
Holland. Even so, Post’s designs were soon as familiar to Holland’s regents 
and architectural connoisseurs as his other work, through the impressive 
engraving of the building he published.in 1664.: 


PHASE THREE: THE ZENITH IN PAINTING, c.1645-1672 


Urban development and the surge of new architecture, as well as the general 
restructuring of Dutch commerce during Phase Three of the overseas 
trading system :(see pp. 610-19 above), was bound to affect painting 
fundamentally and on many tevels. An obvious expression of the transfor- 
mation of the Dutch urban scene, in painting, was the rise of the new genres 
of townscape and urban panorama, and growing interest in architectural 
painting. Pieter Saenredam (1597-1665) had pioneered the latter genre, first 
developing the ‘realistic architectural’ picture in the 1620s. He continued 
painting minutely measured, and: spaced-out, church interiors and exteriors, 
uninterruptedly, throughout his career. But a wider vogue for such painting 
began only in the late 1640s with a group of artists of whom Gerard 
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Houckgeest (c.1600-61), Emmanuel de Witte (c.1617-92), and. Hendrik 
van Vliet (c.1611-75) were the most accomplished and formative in 
introducing the new and more complex perspectives used in Dutch architec- 
tural painting from around 1650 onwards.” Townscape painting as a 
distinct genre first arose in the 1650s and achieved its zenith, in terms of 
sophistication and grandeur, in the same decade in which urban develop- 
ment itself reached its zenith—the 1660s. In: part, the new genre can .be 
regarded as a response to the transformation and enhancement of the main 
town centres and the impact of ‘the new views and perspectives. Thus, the 
grandest of the architectural projects, the new. Amsterdam Town Hall, was 
one of the most popular subjects for-architectural pictures. The leading 
masters of this new genre were Job Berckheyde (1630-93), who painted 
numerous views:of Amsterdam, including the newly renovated Exchange, in 
1668, his brother Gerrit (1638-98), who painted a panorama of. the vast 
Haarlem redevelopment in 1671, and the ingenious artist-inventor Jan van 
der Heyden (1637-1712), who executed. magnificent views of Amsterdam. 
Saenredam, too, exhibited: a keen ‘interest in: the new buildings. arising on 
all sides. On the completion of Van Campen’s New Church, at Haarlem, 
in 1649, Saenredam executed no fewer than three paintings and eight: draw- 
ings of the exterior and interior.*’ One of the chief concerns of both 
architectural painters, and painters of urban views, was to depict buildings 
which were symbols of civic pride, well lit, and from enhancing perspectives. 
A: vogue developed among the. Delft church painters for. views. of. the 
interior of the city New Church, often. providing a glimpse of the. mauso- 
leum of William the Silent, a sentimental attraction, doubtless, for Orangist 
buyers.” ; 

One of the most original of all the genres of the Dutch Golden Age was 
the urban panorama of the 1660s and: 1670s, ‘the most: sophisticated 
examples of which were painted by Jacob van Ruisdael, Holland’s greatest 
master of the landscape.* These pictures, subtly conveying a-sense: of the 
interaction of town.and country, and the fleeting: effects of cloud and light, 
brought the conquest of physical reality by the artist to new heights, in some 
cases literally so. One of the finest of Ruisdael’s panoramas was painted in 
the mid-1660s, on top of the scaffolding round the tower surmounting: the 
new Town Hall, or at least based on drawings:made there. Another, painted 
around 1675, reveals the transformed profile of the city from the south, 
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showing the new gatehouses and fortifications, and the Portuguese Syna- 
gogue. 

Few paintings were needed for the new churches or gatehouses. But, for 
the Amsterdam Town Hall, the magnificent new houses on the Herengracht, 
and country villas, large quantities of a rather grander kind of art than had 
been painted in the past were required. If the second main phase of Dutch 
Golden Age Art (1621-47) is that of monochrome austerity, the small-scale, 
and intimate, the third (1647-72) was the age of the lavish and sophisticated: 
This does not mean that there was no further demand for small pictures, 
still lifes of kitchen utensils, and rowdy scenes; room could always be found 
for such pictures. But the tone, and direction, of painting shifted, as the 
market came to be dominated by wealthy merchants, regents, and sophisti- 
cated connoisseurs whose requirements were for large, opulent, and refined 
paintings. At the same time, for official buildings, such as the Amsterdam 
Town Hall, or the new Amsterdam Admiralty Building, there was a need 
for a new kind of grand public picture with a republican message. 

The change was manifested in many genres. In the still life, the sober 
colouring, and modest utensils, of the 1620s and 1630s gave way, in the 
1640s, to the the so-called pronk stilleven (Sumptuous Still Life), of which 
the three great masters were the Utrecht painter Jan Davidsz. de Heem 
(1606-83), Abraham van Beyeren (1620-90), and Willem Kalf (1619-93). 
De Heem’s paintings in particular sold for high prices. Nearly all of Kalf’s 
sumptuous still lifes, which were also highly prized, were painted in the 
1650s and early 1660s.°5 In landscape, the change was from the monchrome 
sobriety of Van Goyen to the grander, more poetic effects of Van Ruisdael 
and Hobbema. In seascape, there was a shift from small pictures, with few 
and modest vessels, to the grand marine style of Willem van de Velde the 
Younger (1633-1707) and Ludolf Bakhuysen (1631—1708).°° Van de Velde 
worked, for a.long period, with his father, Willem van de Velde the Elder, 
who, encouraged by the admiralty authorities, viewed the great battles of 
the Anglo-Dutch wars from yachts close by, and made numerous sketches. 
This enabled his son to achieve a high degree of realism and make his great 
naval scenes, to an extent, a historical record. They were frequently 
purchased to be hung in public places such as town hails and admiralty 
college premises. 

Another aspect of the artistic restructuring of the 1640s was the prolife- 
ration of the Italianate landscape and rise of the Mediterranean harbour 
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scene. A crucial change in commerce and shipping in the late 1640s was the 
strong revival of Dutch Mediterranean trade, and it can hardly be an 
accident that the vogue for Mediterranean harbour views arose at precisely 
that time.?? These southern port scenes; and the new generation of more 
grandiose Italianate landscapes—a genre previously restricted to Utrecht, 
but now, from the 1640s, intensively produced also in Haarlem and 
Amsterdam—were polished, costly paintings destined for the houses of élite 
merchants and regents, such as Jan Reynst, one of Amsterdam’s principal 
traders with Venice, a close friend of Karel DuJardin (c.1622-78),* the 
wealthy artist who, along with Jan Baptista Weenix (1621-60); Adam 
Pynacker (1625-73), Jan Both (1615-52), Johannes Lingelbach (1624-74), 
and Nicholas Berchem (1620-83) was a principal exponent of the new style. 
These glowing paintings, with their antique ruins and fettered galley slaves, 
can hardly be called ‘realistic’. Rather the intention was to evoke an exotic, 
but serene, world, bathed in glittering light, gently distracting their owners 
from their normally more business-like preoccupation with the south. To 
this was added a discreet strain of eroticism, especially in the work of 
Weenix and his son Jan Weenix (1642-1719), taking advantage of the exotic 
setting, remote from contemporary Dutch society, to feature dark-skinned 
women in low-cut, flimsy dresses, their breasts partly exposed and not 
infrequently being caressed by shepherds.°° 

-Numerous Dutch artists won renown and wealth in the quarter-century 
after Minster. Their success enhanced not only their lives but the towns 
where they worked. Even though two of the Dutch art centres—Haarlem 
and Utrecht—produced prolifically for the Amsterdam market and for 
export, there was, nevertheless, a marked tendency, even in the case of 
Haarlem, for a high proportion of artistic output to be purchased, and to 
remain, in the town where it was produced.” Collectors and connoisseurs 
nurtured a different attitude to, and greater fondness for, artists living and 
working in their own towns than artists elsewhere. The vitality of local 
schools of artists at Dordrecht, The Hague, Rotterdam, and Middelburg, as 
well as the five chief centres—Amsterdam, Haarlem, Utrecht, Leiden, and 
Delft—was partly due to the strong sense of civic identity and pride of each 
town. This was particularly true with respect to prominent artists. The more, 
accordingly, a painter was esteemed by princes and nobles abroad, the more 
he was in demand among the connoisseurs of his own city, in some cases 
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pushing prices for his pictures staggeringly high. A striking example of such 
connoisseurship were the Dou collections. Dou won a European reputation 
and sold his paintings for astronomical prices. Yet the most avid collectors 
of his work were in Leiden itself and wished all of Leiden to know it. The 
two most determined were the Remonstrant leader Johan de Bye and the 
famous professor of medicine Franciscus de le Boé. Sylvius: This professor 
owned a large house on the Rapenburg and, by the time of his death, 162 
paintings including many by Dou and Van Mieris, the other Leiden painter 
of his time, with a European reputation.” De Bye was a remarkable man 
who greatly annoyed the Leiden vroedschap, in the early 1660s, with his 
efforts to win toleration for Remonstrant worship in the:city. In a subtle 
contest with the city government, he put his entire collection of twenty-nine 
paintings by Dou on public display, in 1665, in rooms opposite the town 
hall, advertising his exhibition to art-lovers in other towns. It was a way of 
saying that no one cultivated Leiden’s reputation and glory more than he. 
The fame of local painters was a source of prestige but also of embarrass- 
ment to city governments. In 1669, the art-loving Cosimo III, future grand 
duke of Tuscany, on a tour of the Republic, visited Leiden, and one of the 
things he desired to see was the atelier of Van Mieris. That was an honour 
for Leiden as well as Van Mieris. The Leiden vroedschap subsequently 
resolved, specifically because both Van Mieris and Dou enjoyed such 
renown abroad and throughout the Republic, to commission a picture from 
each of them so that the city should possess examples of their work. The 
vroedschap continued discussing the matter for several months but then 
dropped the whole idea, presumably because of the very high prices asked.* 
Other painters came to be recognized widely in Holland but were 
purchased chiefly in their home town. Most of Vermeer’s paintings re- 
mained in Delft during his lifetime and the last quarter of the century, a 
high proportion—including the Milk Maid—in the collection of his local 
patron, the wealthy Delft rentenier Pieter Claesz. van Ruijven, who also 
owned several pictures by Emanuel de Witte and Simon de Vlieger. Others 
were in the possession of a Delft baker, who also owned at least two pictures 
by another famous Delft artist, Anthonie Palamedes.“ Dordrecht exerted a 
remarkable hold over the batch of gifted artists which it produced. Aelbert 
Cuyp (1620-91), who painted many attractive views of the city and its 
environs, spent nearly his whole life there, married a lady from Dordrecht 
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regent circles, became a member of the Reformed consistory, and sold most 
of his pictures to local prominent men.** Samuel van Hoogstraeten (1627-— 
78) trained with Rembrandt, in-Amsterdam, in the 1640s, and travelled 
abroad extensively, but whilst in the Republic lived mainly in Dordrecht, 
where ‘he held a post in the provincial mint; he painted at least two large 
group portraits, of Dordrecht mintmasters, to adorn the walls of the mint. 
Nicolaes Maes (1632-93) also trained with Rembrandt but returned to 
Dordrecht to work as an independent master, remaining there from 1653 
until after the collapse of the art market following the French invasion of 
1672, when he moved to Amsterdam.“ Godfried Schalcken (1643-1706), a 
highly successful artist, son of a Dordrecht Reformed preacher and rector 
of the Latin school, trained under Van Hoogstraeten and then Dou, whose 
highly polished technique he adopted. He too settled in Dordrecht and 
‘became a prominent man, serving as an officer in the militia; only towards 
the end of his career did he move to The Hague. This artistic rootedness in 
particular towns, mirroring the distribution of urban vitality more generally, 
was encouraged by the system of St Lucas guilds which had the effect (at 
any rate outside Amsterdam) of restricting sales of pictures in each town, in 
the main, to those who belonged to the local guild and who were, therefore, 
citizens of the town.’ 

Most painters of quality derived from middle-class backgrounds and 
affluent homes. But it is striking that, in many cases, their skill as artists 
increased their wealth and, often, their status. During the third quarter of 
the century, more Dutch painters gained recognition abroad than pre- 
viously, and this recognition both heightened their standing in civic society 
and increased the zeal of local regent and merchant connoisseurs, and 
possessors of famous art ‘cabinets’, as well as the prices they were willing to 
pay. A point made by Van Hoogstraeten in his book on art, published in 
1678, was that, in the Dutch context, art was a path to fame, gaining access 
to the homes and tables of prominent and powerful men, and being noticed 
by foreign courts. This phenomenon of foreign acknowledgement reinforc- 
ing civic pride, and the local standing of artists, is especially striking in the 
cases of Honthorst, Dou, Van Mieris, Van de Velde, Bakhuysen, De Heem, 
Van der Heyden, Flinck, Bol, Van der Helst, Ter Borch, Maes, Netscher, 
and Schalcken. . 

The fame and wider standing of artists reinforced civic identity and pride. 
But besides stocking the ‘cabinets’ of regents, élite merchants, and bureau- 
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crats, leading artists were also required to provide large public paintings for 
town halls, admiralty buildings, and other institutions. Such commissions 
tended to be well paid and conferred great prestige on the artists employed. 
Since, during the period 1650-72, there was.no Stadholder in Holland and 
Utrecht, the two provinces where the bulk of the artistic activity was. in 
progress, and the States party-faction needed to enhance the public’s 
awareness of their political and social ideals and values, this also meant the 
rise, in the 1650s, ofa specifically republican Dutch public art, a phenome- 
non especially pronounced.at Amsterdam. 

The most grandiose exercise of this sort were the pictures needed for the 
Burgerzaal, the public gallery of the new Amsterdam Town Hall. This part 
of the building, as we see from a view of it painted by Pieter: de Hoogh, 
around 1670, was open to the general public and casual visitors, even dogs. 
The brothers De Graeff and their colleagues of the vroedschap earnestly 
pondered this commission, which was above all intended to extol ‘freedom’ 
and republican virtue. They wanted the pictures to form a coherent series 
and chose:as their theme the story of the Batavian fight for freedom against 
the ancient Romans, a favourite topic of the Holland States party, since it 
emphasized Holland rather than civic particularism but without.bringing in 
the other provinces, idealized the fight for freedom as the centrepiece of 
Holland’s history, and provided no scope for Orangist propaganda. Flinck, 
a friend of the brothers De Graeff, and the most prestigious artist of the 
city—Rembrandt being under something of a cloud—was commissioned to 
paint the entire series. but died, in 1660, shortly after commencing.” The 
vroedschap then decided to split the commission up and assign particular 
episodes of the Batavian Revolt to different artists. Rembrandt was allo- 
cated the first in the series—the conspiracy of the Batavian leader, Claudius 
Civilis, against the Romans. The painting was briefly hung in the Burger- 
zaal, in 1662, but provoked criticism, was removed, and returned to the 
artist, who ‘remained unpaid.* The objection may well have been the 
incongruous crown which Rembrandt had set upon Claudius Civilis’ head 
and his dominating the scene, hardly features ‘of a consultative, republican 
attitude. 

A central function of Dutch republican art for public buildings was to 
extol public:spirit, probity, and civic virtue. For this, early Roman history 
was regarded as most appropriate and it remained a fertile source of 
inspiration. Various famous Romans were renowned as paragons of un- 
corruptibility and public virtue. A notable example was the large picture 
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painted by Ferdinand Bol, in 1656, for the burgomasters’ chamber in 
Amsterdam, for which he was paid 1,500 guilders; the painting recounts the 
story of the Roman envoy who steadfastly resisted every attempt of King 
Pyrrhus of Macedonia, first to bribe, and then to frighten him.*’ Bol’s 
pictures for the admiralty building, in Amsterdam, were of similar character. 

Of course, stirring events of the Revolt against Spain, and historical 
episodes important to local civic identity, also claimed attention. The main 
rooms in the Leiden, Haarlem, and Delft town halls were-all extensively 
refurbished in the 1660s and, at that time, a number of new paintings and 
tapestries were commissioned and installed. Dutch republican art was also 
intended to exalt some of the heroes of the contemporary Dutch Republic 
though not, asa rule, regent leaders themselves. Few official portraits of 
burgomasters, or other regents, were commissioned for public buildings, an 
exception being the fine group portrait of the Deventer raad, almost unique 
of its kind, which Gerard ter Borch painted, in 1667, and which still hangs 
in the Deventer town hall. Usually portraits of regent politicians, including 
the marble bust of De Witt, sculptured by Quellinus, in 1665, and: today in 
the Dordrecht Museum,* were intended for private use, as were pictures of 
well-known regents acting on behalf of the state such as: Ter Borch’s 
painting of the arrival of Adriaen Pauw at Miinster in 1646, or Caspar 
Netscher’s painting of Van Beverningk being received by the Spanish queen 
in 1671. Distinctly out of step with accepted practice was the painting of 
Cornelis de Witt ‘triumphant at the Medway’ (about which Charles: II 
complained) hung in the Dordrecht town hall in 1670. It failed to survive 
long, being destroyed by the mob in the riots of 1672.% 

Nor were the regents inclined to glorify military exploits, since the whole 
tenor of the republican regime, after 1650, was to play down military values, 
and the role of the army, in the life of the state. In any case, extolling 
military feats would have meant enhancing the image of the Princes of 
Orange, who until 1650 had commanded the army, and other commanders, 
who, when not foreigners, were usually noblemen from provinces other than 
Holland. Thus the group favoured for glorification in the public art of the 
Republic, during the First Stadholderless period, were the admirals who 
were Hollanders and Zeelanders and played no part in the political process. 
They were extolled both in paintings and in sculpture. After the Four Days 
Fight, in 1666, Ferdinand Bol was commissioned to paint an official portrait 
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of Admiral de Ruyter, copies of which were then hung in all five admiralty 
colleges of the Republic. Of special importance were the monumental public 
tombs, installed. by the States General and States of Holland and Zeeland, 
to commemorate leading admirals who had died in battle, or in the service 
of the Republic. After Tromp’s death, fighting the English, in August 1653, 
the States General decided to perpetuate his fame by installing a large public 
monument in the Old Church at Delft. Rival designs by Van Campen, Post, 
and Verhulst were exhibited to the States General, in March 1654, the 
concept of Verhulst being chosen. Verhulst brought to fruition a magnifi- 
cent ‘baroque tomb, featuring a bas-relief in marble of Tromp’s last 
sea-battle. This was the beginning of a series of such splendid admirals’ 
tombs, installed amid great ceremony, at Delft, Amsterdam, Utrecht, and 
in Zeeland. The most magnificent of all was the De Ruyter tomb, again 
executed by Verhulst, which was installed—where it remains to this day—in 
the New Church at Amsterdam. 


ART AFTER THE CRASH OF 1672 


The French invasion of 1672 disrupted the Dutch art market and art world 
generally, just as it paralysed commerce and public building, and under- 
mined financial confidence. The panic led to a run on the banks. Society was 
in turmoil. Great quantities of finery, jewellery, and art, as well as cash, were 
transferred abroad, temporarily, to Antwerp and Hamburg. At Haarlem, 
work on the great urban extension project, begun in 1671, was halted. At 
Amsterdam, the.elders of the Portuguese Jewish community, seeing that all 
other public building in the city had ceased, deemed it hardly fitting for 
work on the great synagogue to continue and that too was interrupted for 
two years. 

The intricate mechanism of the art market was dislocated. No one wanted 
to buy; everyone wanted to sell. Most of the opulent villas along the Vecht 
were pillaged by the French soldiery and much of the décor and art with 
which they were crammed pilfered and presumably sold for low prices, not 
least in Utrecht. At Amsterdam, prices for art slumped disastrously. Gerard 
Uylenburgh, the leading art dealer in Amsterdam, went bankrupt in 1672, 
with fifty statues and paintings by Titian, Tintoretto, and Rubens, as well 
as Rembrandt, Dou, Van Mieris, and Metsu, in stock. Uylenburgh attested, 
in a notarial deed, in January 1673, that prices of everything ‘especially 
paintings and such rarities have greatly declined and slumped in value, as a 


55 Van Notten, Rombout Verhulst, 12. * Taverne, In 't land van belofte, 375. 


882 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


result of these disastrous:times and the miserable state of our beloved 
Fatherland’.*’ 

All the Dutch art centres were severely hit, and numerous artists ruined 
or uprooted. Jan Davidsz. de Heem retired to Antwerp. Willem van de 
Velde the Younger migrated to England. Karel DuJardin returned to Italy, 
in 1674, spending the last four years of his life in Venice. Others stayed put, 
and struggled to survive. Soon after Vermeer’s death, in December ‘1675, his 
widow testified that ‘her husband during the war with the king of France, 
and the next years, had been able to earn very little, or almost nothing; so 
that the works of art which he had previously bought, and in which he dealt, 
had had to be sold off, at very great loss, to feed their children’.** Vermeer’s 
own works were auctioned off, in Delft, in several sales in. 1676~—7 ‘(the 
auctioneer being none other than the famous scientist Van Leeuwenhoek), 
at greatly reduced prices.» = 

Nor was the crisis merely temporary. During the: 1680s.and 1690s far 
fewer new paintings were being sold in Dutch. towns than previously. There 
was a remarkable decline in the proportion of paintings listed in Amsterdam 
inventaries painted by contemporary artists, from a still dominant propor- 
tion in the 1660s, to.42 per cent in the 1670s, to a mere 14 per cent in the 
1680s.© Moreover, once down to this level, the incidence of contemporary 
artists did not subsequently recover. The number of artists being trained, 
and entering the profession, probably began falling in the 1660s. But, during 
the 1670s, the contraction accelerated. There was less demand for paintings 
of all types. The most esteemed masters of the past, including Rembrandt, 
continued to sell at relatively high prices but, nevertheless, much lower 
prices than before 1672 and, in this respect, the market remained fiat 
through to the early eighteenth century. 

If some emigrated, other artists enjoyed status and wealth enough to retire 
from art, and live comfortably by other means or, at least, paint less than 
before. Willem Kalf’s output declined.from the mid-1660s but fell off further 
in the 1670s, and now qualitatively as well as quantitatively." By 1672, the 
age of the ‘sumptuous still life’ was over.” Particularly frequent, after 1672, 
was an unmistakable tendency, evident in many artists, to degenerate by 
becoming repetitive, bestowing less care on effects of light and shade, and 
their figures, and.also in use of colours and brushwork. The faltering of 
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inspiration has often been noted, both as a general phenomenon, .and with 
regard to particular masters. Pieter de Hoogh, who painted some of the 
finest examples of Dutch genre painting.in the 1650s and 1660s, painted 45 
per. cent of his surviving @uvre, seventy-five pictures, in the years 1670-84; 
but this part of his work shows a clear deterioration in terms of care, polish, 
and overall quality. Nicholas Berchem also painted :a:good deal after 1672 
but, in contrast to his Italianate views of the pre-1672 period, now churned 
out uninspired routine work. Jacob Ochtervelt (1634-82), in his post-1672 
art, shows a similar deterioration in both composition and rendering figures 
and shadow.™ We can be sure that much of this erosion of quality stemmed 
from reduced readiness to lavish time, and the best materials, striving for 
refined effects.:The occasional great masterpiece of the late seventeenth 
century, such as Meindert Hobbema’s The Avenue Middelharnis,. painted in 
1689, were painted almost incidentally, in Hobbema’s case, by an artist now 
earning his living by other means who had almost entirely retired from 
painting. The changed circumstances of the art market were the main factor 
behind this degeneration. But emigration could also lead to loss of quality. 
The art of Willem van de Velde deteriorated, after his move to London, in 
1672, it has been suggested because of the inferior paints and glazes then 
used in England.® 

A numberof genres flourishing before 1672 sharply declined thereafter, 
among them the landscape, still life, and low-life scenes. But other genres, 
better suited. to: the taste of the Dutch élites, in the more restricted 
circumstances of the late seventeenth century—mythological painting, 
flower painting, townscapes, and, in some respects, genre painting—sur- 
vived better. If the Dutch art world was disrupted by the events of 1672, it 
was by no means decimated. The expertise in preparing materials, and the 
training provided in the best ateliers, assets garnered over a century, did not 
suddenly vanish and were not easily matched abroad. The reputation of 
Dutch art and artists remained, in fact, very high down to the early decades 
of the eighteenth century. It is a point worth emphasizing; for European 
taste in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and principles of selection 
followed by.the modern world’s public collections, have had the effect of 
screening out. of our awareness a substantial artistic production which in 
terms of quality, and also the high standing it enjoyed throughout eight- 
eenth-century Europe, represents a genuine and not unimpressive prolonga- 
tion of the Golden Age. Modern taste and museums, in other words, have 
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created an impression of truncation of activity, and quality, around: 1672, 
more total than was, in reality, the case. 

So great had been the number of artists working in the United Provinces 
during the middle decades of the seventeenth century that even with a 
drastic contraction in the 1670s, a reduction, it has been estimated, to 
roughly only one-quarter of the level of the 1650s,” far more art was still 
being produced in the Republic than anywhere else in northern Europe, and 
the Republic also still possessed many of Europe’s most highly reputed 
painters. The most glittering success story was that of the Rotterdam.artist 
Adriaen van der Werff (1659-1722), a miller’s son whose renown began, in 
1696, when Johann Wilhelm, Elector of the Palatinate, on a tour of 
Holland, was so taken with one of his pictures,. which he bought. in 
Amsterdam, that he went to Rotterdam, to visit the artist in his atelier. The 
Elector assigned him a court pension which rose to 6,000 guilders yearly, 
bought many of his pictures, brought him frequently to his court, at 
Diisseldorf, and eventually ennobled him. But: whilst he became a favourite 
of the Elector, he nevertheless chose to remain in Rotterdam, where his 
reputation abroad—his atelier was visited also by August, Elector of Saxony 
and king of Poland, and Duke Anton Ulrich of Wolfenbiittel—secured him 
high status. He became a militia officer, and governor of the Old Men’s 
Home, and received commissions from the vroedschap, the most important 
being his designing of Rotterdam’s new Exchange. Shortly after the battle 
of Blenheim (1704), Marlborough had his portrait painted by. Van der 
Werff—in Rotterdam. 

But Van der Werff was merely part of a wider phenomenon. Romeyn de 
Hooghe remained active in the closing years of the seventeenth and opening 
years of the eighteenth century and was universally known as one of 
Europe’s most accomplished engravers. Schalcken was still active, and held 
in the highest esteem in the years around 1700, when the Rotterdam 
admiralty college commissioned from him a series of portraits of the Princes 
of Orange. Ludolf Backhuysen was also active into the opening years of the 
new century; he enjoyed great renown and was visited in his atelier by 
the Grand Duke of Tuscany, and several German princes, as well as 
Peter the Great.* Rachel Ruysch (1664-1750), daughter of the scientist 
Frederik Ruysch, and of Maria Post (daughter of the architect), began 
painting in the 1680s and, despite having ten children, achieved great success 
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with her meticulous flower-pieces both in the Republic and abroad. One of 
the best-known figures at Amsterdam and The Hague during the 1670s and 
1680s, and most successful, was Gerard de Lairesse (1641-1711), an immi- 
grant from Liége. De Lairesse was famous for his emphasis on the need to 
integrate painting with architecture and for his innovations in large ceiling 
paintings. He specialized in rendering allegories in a refined, classicizing 
style—though expressly rejecting the manner of the Italians—which fitted 
well with the general shift to a more aristocratic art and architecture after 
1672. In his book, compiled from his lectures on art, given after he became 
blind, in 1690, he sought to reduce Rembrandt’s status as the artist best 
known to the public, eulogized Van Dyck for his elevated, refined style, and 
rejected the realism of the past.” He was in fact one of the most repre- 
sentative figures of the post-1672 fourth, and last, phase of Dutch Golden 
Age painting. 

Like painting and engraving, architecture survived the trauma of the 
1670s, and showed more vitality than is commonly realized down to the 
beginning of the next century. But there was a change of emphasis. During 
the third quarter.of the century, with the Dutch overseas trading system at 
its height, new architecture arose chiefly in the cities of the maritime 
provinces and Utrecht or, as an extension of this, as country villas, 
belonging to élite merchants and regents. After the peace of Nijmegen, by 
contrast, attention shifted to the building and rebuilding of the Stadholder’s 
palaces and the rural residences of his favourites, and senior Generality 
officials. New developments in architecture and the decorative arts, as well 
as gardens, now emanated from a rural and noble rather than civic context 
and mirrored, to a greater extent than before, French and other foreign 
courtly influences. Yet, despite this, and William III’s partiality for the 
Huguenot artist Daniel Marot (1663-1752), who from the time of his arrival 
in the United Provinces, shortly after the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes, 
stood high in the Prince’s favour, much Dutch architecture of the last 
quarter of the century may nevertheless be regarded—like painting—as an 
authentic extension of the civic classicism of the third quarter. Marot did 
become a sort of general artistic adviser to the Stadholder but his influence 
predominated much more in the sphere of interior décor, garden design, and 
taste in statuary than architecture proper. 

The two key architects shaping the post-1677 Dutch classicist architectu- 
ral revival were Steven Vennecool (1657-1719) and Jacob Roman (1640- 
1715). Both learnt their trade, and designed a few buildings, in Dutch towns 
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as well as working for William III and his favourites. Vennecool’s chief civic 
building was the new Enkhuizen ‘town hall, built in the late. 1680s,'a jewel 
of late Dutch classicism.7’ Roman, whose father. had been a sculptor, 
working on the palaces of Frederik Hendrik, was appointed Leiden town 
architect in 1681.:-Leiden’s era of expansion, with major projects, was over. 
He received only small commissions in the city but built elegant structures, 
very much in the classicist tradition, which led to his being appointed chief 
architect to the Stadholder-king in 1689. 

Roman worked extensively on all of William III’s Dutch palaces. Het 
Loo, designed and built in the late 1680s, was the result of several architects’ 
efforts and it remains a matter of dispute whether Roman.or Marot played 
the larger role. Roman also designed the elegant palace at Zeist which 
belonged to Odijk, and various imposing rural residences, most notably De 
Voorst, near Zutphen, built in the late 1690s for Arnold Joost van Keppel, 
Lord Albemarle. Both Vennecool and Roman were commissioned to work, 
together with Romeyn de Hooghe and other. artists and writers, on the 
triumphal arches, and other structures, erected in front of the Binnenhof, in 
The Hague, in 1691, as part of the celebrations to mark the first stay. of 
William III in the Republic since 1688. 

Foreign visitors, who as a rule saw more of Holland than the other 
provinces, noticed little that was new, or of note, architecturally, in the years 
around 1700, other than fine gardens, which did impress. Most of the 
internationally influential gardens were in the vicinity of The Hague and in 
easy reach for foreign diplomats and nobles. The gardens of Duinrel, the 
elegant house of Cornelis de Jonge van. Ellemeet, receiver-general of the 
States General, north of The Hague, designed by Roman in the early 1680s, 
were regarded as both innovative and very fine. Still more praised were the 
gardens at Sorgvliet, the former house of Jacob Cats, purchased by Bentinck 
in 1674, and extensively remodelled. Bentinck, who was made superintend- 
ent of the royal gardens in England, in 1689, was regarded as one of the 
principal connoisseurs of gardens in the United Provinces and strongly 
influenced the lay-out at Het Loo.” Another famous garden near The 
Hague was that of House Clingendael, one of the first to show a marked 
French influence, laid out in the 1670s, and belonging to Philips Doublet, 
receiver-general of the Generality and connoisseur of French gardens. The 
Dutch garden, which reached its zenith in the last quarter of the seventeenth 
century and first quarter of the eighteenth, undoubtedly owed. much. to 
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French example, yet, in several respects, differed fundamentally from the 
French. Instead of being highly unified and centrally planned, Dutch 
gardens were compartmentalized, with little overall unity, and high hedges 
which turned gardens into what has been. called a series of ‘green rooms’.”3 
Dutch fine gardens. were small, formal, and crammed with oddities and 
rarities, not only plants, rocks, and fountains, but. shells, figures, and 
grottoes. A noted feature of Bentinck’s gardens were the displays of shells 
and coral housed in special pavilions. 

While the best-known gardens were those grouped around The Hague, as 
regards architecture and décor it was the new activity in progress in Utrecht, 
Gelderland, and Overijssel which was most important, the building and 
refurbishment of inland country houses being indeed one of the most 
formative, and typical, cultural phenomena of the Republic during the last 
quarter of the century. The French occupation of these provinces in the 
years 1672-4, and Munsterite incursions into Groningen and Drenthe, had 
led to the pillaging and devastation of numerous noble residences. Admit- 
tedly, the severe agricultural recession, since the late 1660s, profoundly 
affected the nobility. But, during the stadholderate of William III, Orangist 
nobles were able to recoup their losses, and build new wealth, as comman- 
ders of his armies, military governors, and diplomats and, like Odijk, 
Bentinck, Dijkvelt, and Keppel, handsomely profited from the opportunities 
accruing from politica] power and patronage. Not a few nobles, accordingly, 
were in a position to design and build more imposingly than before and did 
not hesitate to do so, frequently adding gardens imitating the refined 
elegance of Het Loo and Zeist, including numerous potted orange trees, an 
emblem closely associated with the Stadholder, who was known to stroll 
often in his gardens at Het Loo.” 

Among the notable examples of such refurbishment was the castle at 
Middachten, near Arnhem, sacked in 1672. It was entirely rebuilt, at great 
expense, to designs by Vennecool, by Godard van Reede van Ginkel, one 
of William’s most trusted generals, whom he made earl of Athlone in 1691. 
Also badly damaged, in 1672, was the old castle at Amerongen, in Utrecht, 
which was handsomely rebuilt in the late 1670s to designs by Maurits Post, 
the architect son of Pieter Post. In some cases, as with the castle at 
Batenburg, the exterior survived but the interior had to be entirely reno- 
vated. At Batenburg this was undertaken by another of William III's 
military favourites, Willem Adriaen, count of Horn, who succeeded in 
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turning the castle again into a main focus of elegant noble living in 
Gelderland. 

Architecture and gardens in the 1680s and 1690s reflected the reality. of 
the power shift which had taken place in the Republic in 1672. Even though 
Holland remained the treasury and the driving force of the state, for the 
time being it was the new élite of noble favourites, generals, and bureaucrats 
who set the tone in Dutch culture. 


34. 


Intellectual Life, 1650-1700 
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INTELLECTUAL CRISIS 


he seventeenth century, the age of the ‘New Philosophy’, ‘Scientific 

Revolution’, and ‘Crisis of the European Mind’, marks one of the most 
decisive shifts in the intellectual, cultural, and religious history of the 
western world. But the transition did not.occur simultaneously in all western 
Europe. Rather the process was highly uneven. Three countries, in particu- 
lar, stood at the forefront—England, France, and the Dutch Republic— 
and, in some respects, the last was in advance of the other two. 
Consequently, the intellectual and scientific history of the United Provinces 
in the seventeenth century is crucial to any proper grasp of Europe’s 
intellectual crisis as a whole. 

It was in Holland and Utrecht that Descartes researched, wrote, and 
published his major works and there that Europe’s Cartesian battles—about 
the mechanistic world-view—began in earnest, several decades before this 
happened in France itself. After the initial struggle between Descartes and 
the Voetians in the early 1640s, it was clear the effort to crush Cartesian 
mechanistic philosophy in the Dutch academic arena had, for the moment, 
failed. Far from being suppressed, awareness of Descartes’s ideas, and 
controversy about them, invaded all the universities and Illustrious Schools 
and spread to more and more spheres of thought and research. By the late 
1640s, a sea-change had taken place in Dutch intellectual life. 

Voetians insisted that Cartesianism was based on doubt and meant 
abandoning the principles of Aristotelian science and philosophy, amount- 
ing, at bottom, to a form of concealed atheism. But while they convinced 
the university authorities that Cartesianism undermined the very basis of 
what traditionally had been taught in the universities, and threatened faith 
itself as well as harmony within the Church, leading the university senates 
to ban Cartesianism, this could not prevent, or conceal, the escalating 
conflict of ideas electrifying the Dutch academic world or, behind the scenes, 
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the swift progress of Cartesian philosophy and science. Thus, a glaring 
disparity arose between official academic policy and what was actually being 
taught and discussed behind the scenes. The regent of the States College at 
Leiden complained to the curators, in June 1648, that a colleague, Johannes 
de Raey, was openly expounding Cartesianism in lectures ‘whereby the good 
intention of your excellencies to eradicate these sects from the university is 
being frustrated’.' The university reaffirmed its ban but could not enforce it. 
‘In the university of Leiden’, noted Van Velthuysen, in 1656, ‘almost all 
students reading philosophy are Cartesians.” The problem was highlighted 
in June and July 1651, when the count of Nassau-Dillenburg, faced with the 
spillage of Cartesianism from the Dutch universities into the Calvinist 
academies of Germany, had to decide whether to allow the teaching of 
Cartesianism in his university of Herborn..He proposed to follow the lead 
of the Dutch, as was usual at Herborn, and, to ascertain their position, sent 
a circular to all five Dutch universities enquiring what their policy on 
Cartesianism was.’ All five replied that Cartesianism was prejudicial: and 
had been banned, Utrecht citing its judgement of 1642,;° condemning 
Cartesian thought as incompatible with philosophia recepta, and ‘orthodox 
theology, and Leiden its negative ruling of 1648, while Harderwijk de- 
nounced Cartesianism as ‘pestilential’. The Groningen authorities somewhat 
spoilt the effect, however, by adding that their academy, unlike Leiden and 
Utrecht, also adhered to its ban in practice. 

The anti-Cartesian campaign was thwarted by key professors: who, 
increasingly openly, propagated Descartes’s ideas, bringing over a large part 
of the student body, and thus the Republic’s (and Calvinist Germany’s) 
intellectual and political élite, to Cartesianism. The atmosphere improved 
for Cartesians at Utrecht, following the victory of the States party-faction 
in the vroedschap, in 1651, enabling men such as Henricus Regius, professor 
of medicine and hitherto surreptitious champion of Cartesian science, to 
emerge more into the open.‘ At Leiden, one of the three professors of 
theology, Abraham Heidanus (1597-1678), a close ally of Cocceius, soon 
came out openly on behalf of Cartesianism. As early as. 1653, Christopher 
Wittichius (1625-87), who was to be one of the leading lights of Dutch 
Cartesio-Cocceianism, published a controversial work, in Latin, arguing that 
the scriptural passages Voetians cited as incompatible with Cartesianism 
should not be construed literally.’ Even at Groningen, a leading professor, 
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Tobias Andreae {1604-76)—a German Calvinist like Heidanus and Witti- 
chius—took the plunge in 1653, emerging, in response to Revius’ attacks, as 
a defender of Cartesianism. Regius, Heidanus, Wittichius, and Andreae all 
remained virulently embroiled with Voetian theologians, and advocates of 
Aristotelian philosophy and science, for the rest of their careers. 

During the early 1650s the university authorities at.Leiden and Utrecht 
favoured, or at least did not oppose, the spread of Cartesianism but did so 
without reversing earlier official condemnations of Descartes’s ideas.° Not 
surprisingly this provoked furious disagreement as to whether the teaching 
of Cartesianism was permitted or not. At Utrecht, Lambert van Velthuysen, 
prominent in the new vroedschap, held that Cartesianism was now allowed.’ 
Voetius insisted: it was not.® In a sense, both were right. One leading 
professor of theology, Maresius, at Groningen, an enemy of both Voetius 
and Cocceius whose judgements about Descartes were ambivalent, was 
claimed by both sides. In the Illustrious Schools of Nijmegen, Breda, 
’s-Hertogenbosch, and Deventer there was a similar tendency to have it both 
ways, with official connivance at the propagation of Cartesianism by some 
of the professors.’ 

This uneasy ambivalence led to Leiden’s bizarre response to the publica- 
tion, in 1654, of De Raey’s Clavis Philosophiae, a book dedicated to the 
university curators, in which the author argued that Descartes was the 
renovator of philosophy, and a hero of freedom, but also that the gulf 
between the new philosophy and Aristotelianism was not as great as 
opponents of Descartes supposed. The curators first accepted De Raey’s 
dedication, and awarded him a grant, but then had second thoughts, 
requiring him to delete Descartes’s name from the title-pages of copies as 
yet unsold. It was in 1653, in the midst of this struggle, with Aristotle half 
toppled, that Rembrandt painted his famous picture of Aristotle contem- 
plating the bust of Homer, an allusion perhaps to the elusiveness of 
philosophical truth. 

The centrality of this intellectual conflict in Dutch life and culture 
stemmed from Voetius’ insistence that Cartesianism subverted all estab- 
lished religion, philosophy, and science. It was precisely this that the Dutch 
academic Cartesians—Heidanus, Regius, Wittichius, and Tobiae—denied. 
They were sincere adherents of the public Church and. believed that 
Descartes had detached philosophy from theology, leaving the structure of 
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faith and theological doctrine intact. Andreae, in his defence of Descartes 
of 1653, enraged the Voetians by describing them as ‘children of darkness’. 
The Voetians denounced the Cartesian professors for spreading pestilential 
doctrines in Latin, and Velthuysen for spreading the sickness in Dutch. ‘It 
has not been enough for these new philosophers to propagate these novel 
ideas in the universities, and among the students,’ fulminated an anti-Car- 
tesian predikant, at Leiden, ‘but they also aspire to convert the ordinary man 
into a Cartesian.”’° This was indeed.a particular worry of the Voetians at 
this point; for it was in 1656 that there appeared the first version of 
Descartes in Dutch, translated by the Amsterdam Anabaptist Jan Hendrik 
Glazemaker (c.1619-82) who later also translated Spinoza."': Descartes’s 
Discours, Meditationes, and Passions de l'éme all appeared in Dutch that 
year, followed the next by the Principia Philosophica. Also published in 
1656, at Utrecht, was Van Velthuysen’s reply in Dutch to the anti-Cartesian 
onslaught, assuring the public that neither Descartes’s principles, nor the 
(increasingly contentious) doctrine that the earth revolves around the sun," 
conflict with ‘God’s Word’ and that various illustrious. professors of. the 
universities of Utrecht, Harderwijk, and Groningen, as well as Professor 
Wittichius, at the Nijmegen academy; sanctioned Cartesianism.'? 

The Cartesian claim which most enraged Voetians was precisely that 
which formed the link connecting Cartesianism with Cocceian theology: the 
contention that parts of Scripture should not be construed literally but 
interpreted figuratively and in terms of historical context. Since miracles 
transcended the mathematical laws of nature as determined by Descartes, 
Cartesians adopted a sceptical attitude towards the miracles recounted in 
Scripture, which generated great friction. Ordinary, unsophisticated folk, 
Voetian preachers complained, were now sitting in their homes and taverns 
excitedly discussing whether perhaps the earth revolves around the sun, 
whether God really turned Moses’ staff into .a serpent, and whether, at 
Joshua’s request, he really made the sun stand still, for an hour, in the sky." 

A strong reaction gathered, among the classes and synods of the Re- 
formed Church, during the mid-1650s. The classis of The Hague led the 
way, calling on the synods, in April 1656, to urge the States of Holland to 
halt the undermining of the authority of Scripture and dissension among 
professors and students at ‘various universities’.'» The movement in the 
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South Holland Synod greatly alarmed Heidanus who appealed to De Witt 
and the States party leadership. De Witt took the threat with great 
seriousness, devoting much attention to this matter over ensuing months. 
He fully grasped that the new philosophy and science caused major 
dissension in the public Church, and society, that this had political implica- 
tions also, and that, from the States of Holland’s vantage point, it was 
necessary to find some means to moderate the strife among the professors, 
and the exasperation accumulating in the synods.'® 

Nor was this a purely Dutch issue. At the meeting of the synod of Cleves, 
Mark, Julich, and Berg, in July 1656, the German Calvinist churches on the 
lower Rhine condemned Cartesianism as dangerous. to the faith of the 
ordinary man, agreeing to follow whatever action the Dutch Reformed 
synods decided on.'’ Heidanus hoped De Witt would persuade the States of 
Holland to intervene to forbid the South Holland Synod to pass a resolution 
condemning Cartesian philosophy and science, claiming that philosophy was 
not a proper topic for a provincial synod, being national, and international, 
in scope. To win De Witt, a devotee of Cartesian mathematics, to the wider 
Cartesian cause, Heidanus sent him a copy of his Bedenckingen (1656), or 
reflections on Cartesian philosophy; De Witt recounts that he immediately 
read the book to brief himself for the contest ahead." 

‘De Witt’s chief concern, his letters reveal, was to ease intellectual tension 
and find ‘peaceful’ solutions. But within this context, he pursued a basically 
‘Cartesian’ strategy, aligning closely with Heidanus throughout. The Carte- 
sians, for the moment, were in a relatively strong position. The South 
Holland Synod found itself split, some members being ‘moderate’, to use De 
Witt’s favourite theological term, or at least amenable to ‘moderate’ 
arguments. Moreover, the Leiden curators backed Heidanus, denying the 
contention of The Hague classis that the professors were hopelessly divided 
or that, at Leiden, theology was now the handmaiden of philosophy—in- 
stead of the other way around, as in the past.'? Heidanus also had the 
support of his colleague Cocceius, who perceived that the Voetian attack on 
Cartesian philosophy was linked to the offensive against Cocceian theo- 
logy.” De Witt wished to preserve freedom to philosophize, and philoso- 
phers, from the censorship of preachers and synods; but took the view that 
to achieve this the States needed to enforce the separation of philosophy and 
theology implied in Cartesian teaching. 
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While Heidanus and Cocceius, together with De Witt, wanted a States of 
Holland edict separating theology from philosophy, Leiden’s third professor 
of theology, Johannes Hoornbeeck (1617-66), vehemently dissented, insist- 
ing that only Aristotelian philosophy and science should be taught at 
Leiden. But to the relief of De Witt and Heidanus, Hoornbeeck was 
persuaded not to dissent formally from the:advice of the Leiden theology 
faculty so that the States of Holland were able to legislate in accordance 
with the entire faculty’s ‘guidance’.” All the Holland town:councils ap- 
proved the draft edict except for Orangist Leiden, which strongly demurred, 
despite De Witt’s tactfully describing the text, in .a letter .to the. Leiden 
burgomasters, as designed to ‘prevent abuse of freedom:to philosophize to 
the detriment of true theology and Holy Scripture’.” The edict, adopted in 
October, proclaimed that philosophy and theology each had their proper 
sphere, and should be kept separate, ‘but that where unavoidable. overlap 
occurred, and apparent disparity between theological and philosophical 
truth arose, philosophy professors must defer to the theologians and refrain 
from interpreting Scripture contentiously ‘according to their principles’. The 
South Holland Synod accepted De Witt’s formulation as a way of preserv- 
ing unity in university and Church, and preventing damaging rifts,*? even 
though Hoornbeeck, and many others, saw that. the :placard’s apparent 
subordination of philosophy to theology was only superficial and that the 
essential point was the separation, and therefore freeing, of philosophy from 
its tutelage to theology. 

The Leiden curators circulated copies of the placard to the six theology 
and philosophy professors, summoning them on 8 January 1657, .to sign, 
and swear an oath, that they would comply with its provisions. This the 
three theologians—Heidanus, Cocceius, and Hoornbeeck—and the three 
philosophers—De Raey, Heereboordt, and Bornius—duly did.** What it all 
amounted to was the removal of obstacles to teaching. and discussion of 
Cartesian philosophy and science, provided explicit references to Descartes, 
and his books, and problematic references to Scripture were avoided. By 
compelling theologians and philosophers to disengage, and moderate their 
polemics, De Witt had, in effect, defeated the attempts to ban Cartesian 
philosophy and restrict freedom to philosophize in the universities. 

Between 1657 and 1672 the Cartesian controversy entered a quieter phase 
at Leiden and Utrecht, while becoming more virulent in Gelderland, 
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Groningen, and especially. Friesland. In .1656, Velthuysen claimed that 
Cartesian philosophy was now dominant at Groningen, as well as Leiden 
and Utrecht, was openly taught at the Calvinist university of Duisburg, and 
that the Illustrious School at Nijmegen had sanctioned Cartesianism by 
appointing: Wittichius professor of theology there, the year before.> A 
rumbling campaign developed against Wittichius in Gelderland during the 
late 1650s, but the Synod of Gelderland ruled in his favour in 1660.”° In 
Friesland, by. contrast, it was not until the appointment of the controversial 
Johannes Wubbena as professor of philosophy at Franeker, in 1666, that 
Cartesianism seriously affected the university. Wubbena’s lectures provoked 
a strong anti-Cartesian reaction among the preachers and, in April 1668, the 
classis of: Leeuwarden declared Cartesian philosophy a threat to faith and 
learning; pressing for a provincial reglement banning Cartesianism in the 
province and obliging candidates for preaching positions formally to deny 
a-list of proscribed Cartesian theses.”’ 
!. The Synod of. Friesland; however, in response to pressure from the 
Delegated :States, decided not: to take such action for the moment. An 
eloquent defender of: Cartesian: philosophy appeared, at this point, in the 
shape. of.a young preacher at Franeker, who was to play.a role of great 
importance in: Dutch intellectual life during the last third of the seventeenth 
century—Balthasar Bekker (1634-98). In his book De Philosophia Cartes- 
iana (1668), Bekker argued that theology and philosophy each had their 
separate terrain and that Nature can no more be explained from Scripture 
than can theological truth be deduced from Nature. He conceded that certain 
authors in recent years, calling themselves ‘Cartesians’, had published novel 
doctrines damaging to faith and the public Church but he held that 
Cartesian philosophy itself could not damage faith.” He wrote approvingly 
of Heidanus, Wittichius, and his former teacher, Andreae, as upright men, 
loyal to the public Church, and ‘Cartesians’. Those who go beyond what is 
in. Descartes’s philosophy and cause damage, he argued, were not entitled 
to be called ‘Cartesians’.» Bekker was now a marked man in Friesland. 
Meanwhile, a furious polemic raged, at Groningen, between the professors 
of theology, Samuel Maresius, and Bekker’s friend and mentor, Jacobus 
Alting, an unseemly furore within the leading faculty which troubled the 
States of Groningen, not least because of the damage to the reputation of 
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the university.*° Alting was a Cartesio-Cocceian who had studied under 
Andreae. In the past Maresius had been guardedly favourable to Cartesian- 
ism, and at least as hostile to Voetius (whom he had detested for decades) 
as Cocceius. He now produced a book entitled De Abusu Philosophiae 
Cartesianae (1670) in which he both praised, and deplored, Descartes but 
defining the damaging element in Cartesianism in broader terms than 
Bekker, two years before, in particular virulently attacking Wittichius.** At 
the same time, he redoubled his onslaught on Cocceius, whose theology he 
accounted ‘pestem teterrimam Ecclesiae et Religionis’. 

The curators at Groningen submitted Maresius’ charges against Alting to 
the theology faculty at Leiden. Cocceius and Heidanus, not surprisingly, 
backed Alting. This so antagonized Maresius that he allowed himself to be 
reconciled to his old enemy Voetius. The two agreed that. Cocceius and 
‘abuse of Cartesian philosophy’ were now the two great perils threatening 
the public Church and that all Calvinist orthodox must rally to defeat these 
evils.” Three accounts of the Maresius—Alting quarrel were published at 
Amsterdam in 1669, much to the consternation of the States of Groningen, 
which feared a damaging split within the provincial synod. The States asked 
the States of Holland to suppress the books, promising that should Holland 
desire Groningen to help ban any books the. province would he only too 
willing to comply. ‘ 

The intellectual atmosphere changed palpably with the overthrow of the 
De Witt regime and elevation to the stadholderate of William III.*? From 
1672 a Voetian reaction gathered at Leiden and Utrecht though decidedly 
not at Franeker. University authorities in Holland and Utrecht avoided 
Cocceians and Cartesians when appointing their professors..At Leiden, the 
influence of the theologian (and. university librarian) Frederik Spanheim 
(1632-1701) now predominated. Spanheim was a disciple of his father (and 
namesake), a hardline Calvinist, originally from the Palatinate, and also of 
Johannes Hoornbeeck, firmly opposed to both Cartesianism and. Cocceian- 
ism. The ‘moderate’ Reformed Cartesians were out of favour and under 
pressure. At the same time, they themselves grew more adamant in attacking 
radical Cartesians and Spinozists, in order to distance themselves from 
them—and in their own defence. Spinoza complained of this in a letter of 
September 1675, where he mentions that the Reformed preachers were 
denouncing him to the Prince of Orange, as well as town magistrates, adding 
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that the ‘Cartesians, because they are believed to be in my favour, and in 
order to free themselves from this suspicion’, now fiercely assailed his 
doctrines.* The Cartesio-Cocceian condemnation of radical Cartesianism 
and Spinozism was to become more and more vehement through the last 
quarter of the century. 

- By 1675, signs of the reaction against both Cocceio-Cartesianism and 
radical Cartesianism, and Spinozism, were abundantly evident. At Utrecht, 
the new professor of philosophy, Gerardus de Vries, a Voetian and fierce 
anti-Cartesian, eradicated Cartesian influence from the philosophy courses 
there. In January 1676, spurred by Spanheim, the Leiden curators drew up 
a.list of twenty Cocceio-Cartesian doctrines they proposed to ban from the 
teaching of theology, philosophy, and science, as especially pernicious, 
including the propositions that ‘Scripture speaks according to the error- 
neous prejudices of the common folk’ and that philosophy should be the 
interpreter of Scripture.*5 The Prince of Orange approved the list of 
proscribed views and the curators’ new policy to appoint only professors 
who agreed to eschew Cocceian and Cartesian tenets.** 

The Voetian reaction was an academic development but one with a wide 
impact on the educated public, and classes and synods, where there was 
mounting agitation, at this time, against Cocceian theology and Cartesian- 
ism. The twenty propositions banned at Leiden were drawn as much from 
debates in the classes deploring new notions circulating among the public, 
and doctrines disputed by Voetian preachers in pamphlets, as lectures of 
university professors. The bookshop windows of Amsterdam, during the 
1670s,.-were reportedly filled with Dutch-language books and pamphlets 
discussing the Cartesian and Cocceian controversies. The Leiden curators’ 
resolution of January 1676 itself became a bestseller, 2,000 copies being sold 
at Amsterdam within days, some of its avid readership unkindly speculating 
that Spanheim and Anthonie Hulsius (the sole two professors consulted by 
the curators) were moved more by jealousy (students preferring Cocceio- 
Cartesian lectures to theirs) than zeal for God’s truth. 

In Zeeland, too, there was intense interest in the controversies and a fierce 
reaction against the Cocceio-Cartesian stream. In September 1673, the 
classis of South Beveland complained that the doctrine that the earth circles 
the sun was being used to convince humble folk that Scripture should not 
be read literally and that where one finds incompatibility between Scripture 
and the laws of Nature Scripture is figurative or false.*’ Such irreverence for 
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the Word of God the classis deemed to flow partly from Descartes, and 
partly from Cocceianism and especially from the lectures of Professor 
Wittichius—the most detested Cocceian since the death of Cocceius himself. 
The Zeeland classes advised Zeelanders studying at Leiden to boycott 
Wittichius’ lectures. 

In defence of the Cocceio-Cartesian world-view,. Heidanus, Wittichius, 
and Burchardus de Volder (1643-1709)—the professor who introduced 
practical experiments in physics at Leiden, and established. the university 
theatrum physicum (1675)—together wrote a long reply to the curators, also 
published in 1676, maintaining that the twenty banned doctrines were 
distilled from Descartes, Meijer, and others who were not university 
professors, and did not reflect the content of teaching at Leiden.** Heidanus 
(who accepted sole responsibility for the anonymous publication): was 
summoned before the curators and stripped of his professorship. This only 
encouraged interest in the book, however, which was twice reprinted during 
1676. Nor did Heidanus’ dismissal prevent Cocceianism and Cartesianism 
continuing to pervade lectures at Leiden and most of the more creative 
minds. But the reaction did place Voetianism incontestably in the ascendant 
and drive Cartesio-Cocceians to resort increasingly to allusions and circum- 
locutions. 

At Leiden and Utrecht, Cartesianism: and Cocceianism were now under a 
cloud. But William III’s preference for Voetianism inevitably worked a 
contrary effect in Friesland, where the Frisian Stadholder and court ex- 
hibited a growing partiality for Cocceianism. In 1677, at the wish of 
Hendrik Casimir, Van der Waeyen was appointed professor of theology at 
Franeker, introducing a period of Cocceian ascendancy at the university, 
which accorded ill with the fundamentalism of the Frisian Synod. Van der 
Waeyen was more important politically and as an ideological standard- 
bearer than as a creative mind. But the German Cocceian Herman Alexan- 
der Réell (1635-1718), a student of Wilhelmus Momma, the Cocceian 
William HI ejected from Middelburg in 1676, became a major force in 
Dutch intellectual life, following his appointment as professor of philosophy 
at Franeker, in 1685. Réell went further than any previous Cocceian 
theologian in forging a theology linked to reason and in trying to reconcile 
the new philosophy with Reformed theology. He defended the divinity of 
Christ and argued against the Socinians but in a manner which shocked 
Voetian sentiment. He also became locked in fierce disputes with Huber and 
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Campegius Vitringa (1659-1722), who emerged as the academic champion 
of conservative Cocceianism in Friesland. Huber, the great legal scholar and 
Franeker’s leading conservative light, reproached Van der Waeyen and 
Réell: with applying the Cartesian method. to theology, which Descartes 
himself had never ventured to do.*? Huber was not an anti-Cartesian as such 
but was profoundly uneasy at the direction which Dutch Cartesianism was 
taking. The Delegated States of Friesland had repeatedly to intervene to 
calm the Franeker disputes. On the publication of his Aphorismi (1688), a 
work designed: to appeal to a general audience and which appeared in five 
Latin and four Dutch editions, Vitringa became one of the best-known 
Cocceian theologians in the Republic. 


THE UNIVERSITIES 


During the seventeenth century, the Dutch Republic was renowned in 
Europe, amongst much else, for its universities and academic culture. As in 
England and France, many major developments in thought took place 
outside.the formal academic sphere. But, in the Dutch case, the contribution 
of the universities was relatively more important than in England or France. 
If we consider all aspects of intellectual achievement, the United Provinces 
rank, together with France and England, as one of the three chief centres 
of European thought from the end of the sixteenth down to the early 
eighteenth century. But if we focus only on universities, the Republic 
arguably outstripped all other European countries, including England and 
France, in the scope and general significance of academic achievement. The 
religious division of Europe, in the wake of the Reformation, meant that 
there was no longer a.shared, pan-European academic world, in the sense 
that there had been in the Middle Ages. The. universities, and Illustrious 
Schools, of the United Provinces were Protestant institutions. Yet, the three 
leading Dutch universities—Leiden, Utrecht, and Franeker—collectively 
formed an academic forum which was international, and pan-European, at 
least within the Protestant sphere, to: a greater cxtent than was found 
anywhere else. 

During the half century in which the Dutch universities were at their 
height, from around 1620 to 1672, the. number of students at the five 
institutions slightly exceeded the total studying at the two English univer- 
sities—Oxford and Cambridge—which, in the quarter-century 1626-50, 
received approximately 16,000 students. Of the five Dutch universities, 


® bid. 251-2. 


goo The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


Harderwijk never acquired the standing of the others and remained very 
small, hosting, in 1650, only eighty-four students; though established by the 
States of Gelderland, Harderwijk was really just a local university for the 
Armmhem quarter. Leiden, at the opposite extreme, was much the largest, 
though Utrecht, Franeker, and Groningen also attracted substantial num- 
bers, approximately 40 per cent of the total. As we have seen (see pp. 572-3 
above) it was also Leiden which received the highest proportion of students 
from abroad, though the others too were remarkable for their large numbers 
of foreign students. Almost exactly one-third of the 6,400 students. who 
studied at Groningen between its founding and 1689 were. German. By 
the last quarter of the seventeenth century, however, the pull of the 
Dutch universities on the rest of Protestant Europe had perceptibly waned,” 
though, owing to the simultaneous decline in the number of Dutch students 
enrolling (see Table 4o), the proportions of foreigners were still very high, 
over 40 per cent at Leiden and some 36 per cent at Franeker, reflecting the 
fact that the Dutch universities continued to enjoy great international 
prestige. This applies especially but by no means only to Leiden. When 
John Locke visited Franeker, in 1684, he. was unimpressed with the 
university’s buildings and libraries but remarked that this shows 
that ‘knowledge depends not’ on such things ‘since this university has 
produced many learned men, and has now some very learned amongst its 
professors’.* 

The non-Dutch student population of the universities, and Illustrious 
Schools, came from all over Protestant Europe. However, the attraction was 
by no means spread evenly. The Dutch academies drew an uninterrupted 
stream of students from France, England, and Scotland. But these countries 
had their own renowned Protestant universities, at any rate (in the case of 
France) down to 1685, so that the role of the Dutch universities in shaping 
academic life was secondary, and supplementary. The position was other- 
wise in parts of Germany and in Denmark-Norway, Sweden-Finland, and 
Hungary-Transylvania, where Dutch academic influence was pervasive and, 
in some disciplines, exercised a general preponderance. 

The largest component of the foreign student population at the Dutch 
academies consisted of Protestant Germans. During the quarter-century 
1626-50, 5,713 foreign students enrolled at Leiden alone, of whom a 
majority, around 3,000, came from Protestant Germany.” The position was 
similar at Franeker, where, in the half century 1620-70, Protestant Germans 
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amounted to 56 per cent of the total foreign student population.’ These 
students came from all over Protestant Germany but especially the German 
Baltic lands (East Prussia, Courland, and Danzig) and the Calvinist regions 
adjoining the Republic—East Friesland, Cleves-Mark, Jilich-Berg, and 
Bentheim. Besides Germans, the main groups among the foreign student 
population—leaving aside the French, English, and Scots (who at Leiden 
comprised nearly 20 per cent of the total but were a lower proportion 
elsewhere)—-were the Swedes, Danes, Poles, and Hungarians. At Leiden, the 
Hungarians were the fourth largest group until 1650 and then third, after 
Polish students disappeared from the scene during the third quarter of the 
century. But where, for other nationalities, Leiden was the principal 
attraction, the Hungarians, who were numerous at all the Dutch academies, 
developed especially close links with Utrecht—and not least Voetius, a 
figure held in high esteem by the Reformed Church in Hungary-Transyl- 
vania. Hungarians were also disproportionately strongly represented at 
Franeker, where no less than 26 per cent of all foreign students during the 
half-century 1620-70 came from Hungary-Transylvania, Between 1643 and 
1795 over 700 Hungarians studied at Utrecht.“ Hungarians remained 
numerous at both Utrecht and Franeker down to the 1770s. 


TABLE 40.. Student enrolments at Leiden per quarter-century, 


1575-1794 
Quarter- Total Dutch Foreign Average 
century per year 
1575-1600 2,725 ~—+1,705 1,020 105 
1601-25 6,236 3,546 2,690 249 
1626-50 11,076 = §,363 5,713 443 
1651-75 9,940 6,381 3,559 398 
1676-1700 8,108 4,533 35575 324 
1700-25 6,722 3,558 3,164 269 
1726-50 5,915 3,236 2,715 238 
1751-75 3,845 2,713 1,132 154 
1776-94 2,686 =. 2, 152 534 141 


Sources. Colenbrander, ‘Herkomst der Leidsche studenten’, 276-8; 
Wansink, Politieke wetenschappen, 7. 


In proportion to population of the home country, Hungarians formed the 
largest category among the foreign student population. But Hungarian 
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students in the Republic tended to concentrate in the theology faculties. 
Most were training to become Reformed preachers in Hungary-Transylva- 
nia. The theology faculties were also the prime attraction for students from 
the Reformed regions of Germany, where universities, such as Herborn in 
Nassau-Dillenburg, or Duisburg, in Cleves, tended. to follow the Dutch 
universities in their teaching, theological approach, and book acquisitions: 
But where Dutch academic preponderance in Hungary-Transylvania and 
Calvinist Germany was primarily theological, the position was very different 
regarding students from Lutheran countries and regions. A few Danes .and 
Swedes read theology in Dutch universities but most Scandinavians, as well 
as Lutheran Germans, congregated in other faculties. The latter chiefly 
gravitated to the law and medical faculties,“ Danes and Swedes especially 
to the Arts faculties, though they too were numerous among the medical 
students. The universally acknowledged supremacy of Leiden in medical 
studies was especially due to the high standard of practical instruction and 
clinical research, evident particularly after the setting up of the university 
hospital, in 1637, and under the impact of Professor Franciscus de le Boé 
Sylvius (1614-72;. the collector of Dou paintings), who heightened the 
emphasis on practical instruction and stressed the uses of chemistry.‘” 

Danes and Swedes were spread across the faculties but were especially 
attracted to classical and philological studies. Something of the ascendancy 
of Dutch academe in the Scandinavian context can be gauged from the fact 
that between 1640 and 1660. practically half the professors at Uppsala had 
studied at Leiden, as had half of those approached to take up chairs at the 
new university of Abo, established in Finland, in 1640. Practically all 
Danish mathematicians, medical men, and scientists of any standing in the 
mid-seventeenth century had trained in the United Provinces. 

A proportion of both Dutch and foreign students officially enrolled to 
study law and medicine, the key disciplines for the secular professions, also 
studied scientific subjects, or philosophy, out of intellectual interest. From 
the middle years of the seventeenth century, as the new Cartesian philo- 
sophy spread, a sense of intellectual excitement became a distinguishing 
feature of Dutch university life and remained so for several decades. Many 
leading Dutch regents of the second half of the seventeenth century were 
noted for their strong interest in the new subjects and this they mostly 
acquired as students at Leiden. 
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Cartesian philosophy and science exerted an immense impact on Dutch 
culture in the 1640s and 1650s and for many decades subsequently. But, 
besides Cartesianism, there were two other major factors shaping the great 
age of Dutch science, which extended from the early Cartesian controversies 
of the 1640s down to the first quarter of the eighteenth century. One was 
the effect of technological advance linked to the mid- and late-seventeenth- 
century expansion and refinement of Dutch industry. The constant search 
for new techniques and methods in many areas of production, especially in 
capital-intensive and precision industries, and the public interest in new 
inventions such as Van der Heyden’s street-lamps and fire-fighting pumps, 
acted as a stimulus to science, providing new instruments and devices which, 
in turn, suggested new kinds of research. It is often remarked that the 
university of Leiden was amongst the first where professors used instru- 
ments, and gave practical demonstrations, in teaching medicine and physics. 
And so it was; but this is scarcely surprising in a society in which exceptional 
emphasis is put on technological innovation. The third fundamental factor 
was the cultural impact of the ‘rich trades’ during Phase Four (1647-72) and 
Phase Five (1672-1702) of the Dutch overseas trading system. Success in 
long-distance trade generated a craze among élite merchants and regents for 
collecting and classifying ‘rarities’—flora, fauna, fossils, shells, and mine- 
rals—from the world beyond Europe which lasted until deep into the 
eighteenth century and was to be one of the most important Dutch 
contributions to the European Enlightenment. | 

The greatest Dutch scientist was Christiaan Huygens (1629-95), son of 
Frederik Hendrik’s secretary Constantijn Huygens. Huygens pursued a 
comprehensive approach to science, mathematics, and technology, based on 
the Cartesian tradition, seeking the mechanistic principles which lay behind 
the visible world.” He was a great mathematician, trained by Van Schooten, 
and made advances in several areas, especially in the mathematics of curves. 
He was also an accomplished astronomer and renowned in making, and 
improving, telescopes and microscopes. In 1655, using a giant 12-foot 
telescope, he discovered the rings, and one of the moons, around Saturn, 
and first became widely known, through his book on Saturn and the 
planetary system, his Systema Saternium (1659). 

Huygens combined proficiency in mathematical theory with skill in 
practical experiment. In 1656, he invented the pendulum clock, showing its 
capacity to keep time with greater precision than all earlier.types of clock. 
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Together with an expert clock-maker, Salomon Coster, at The Hague, and 
armed with a patent from the States of Holland—which in these years 
frequently issued patents for inventions—he began manufacturing pendu- 
lum wall-clocks in the late 1650s. Until 1672, The Hague and Leiden were 
the chief centres in Europe for making precision clocks. The oldest surviving 
Dutch standing (long-case) clock—which is also the earliest equipped with 
a second hand—was constructed in 1670 on the Rapenburg, in Leiden, 
opposite the main university building (The Clock Museum, Zaanse Schans). 

De Witt, the regents, and soon also the English admiralty authorities 
began taking a lively interest in Huygens’s pendulum clocks as he produced 
more refined models, during the 1660s, and demonstrated their use in 
determining longitude, at sea. Spinoza was asked, in a letter from Henry 
Oldenburg, secretary of the Royal Society in London, in September 1665 
(shortly after the outbreak of the Second Anglo-Dutch War), what he 
thought of the ‘pendulums of Huygens, especially the kind which are said 
to measure time so precisely that they can be used for finding longitude at 
sea’.*° Spinoza worked closely with Huygens on optical instruments, at The 
Hague, during the mid-1660s, but can hardly have wished to discuss 
Huygens’s work in letters to England at that juncture. 

Later in his career, Huygens worked for many years in Paris, on a pension 
from Louis XIV, before retiring, in his last years, to The Hague. His most 
enduring contribution was in the field of optics, a lifelong preoccupation. 
Here, too, he built on Descartes, who had attempted to incorporate the 
phenomenon of light into his mechanistic philosophy, explaining light in 
terms of matter and motion, using mechanistic analogies. Huygens de- 
veloped, and refined, the Cartesian conception, formulating his celebrated 
wave theory of light, and eventually the laws of reflection, refraction, and 
double refraction, in mathematical form. He summed up the results of his 
work in his Traité de la lumiére (Leiden, 1690). 

Huygens respected Descartes as an ‘auteur qui voulait tout réduire a des 
raisons mécaniques’,*' but, in his later years, was positively disdainful of 
Cartesian metaphysics, insisting on a philosophy more purely mathematical 
and empiricist. Though outwardly a member of the Dutch Church while in 
Paris, he seems not to have regarded Scripture as divine revelation and to 
have been a deist rather than a Christian in any real sense.*? With his 
revisionist attitude to Descartes, and view of the human condition, which 
precluded any direct relation between God and Man, Huygens may be 
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compared to his philosophical contemporary Spinoza, not least in his 
tendency to give primacy to mathematical concepts rather than experiment. 

Huygens was one of numerous prominent men in contact with Spinoza at 
The Hague during the 1660s. It is tempting to assume that the great scientist 
took an interest in the ideas of the great philosopher. But there is no proof 
that this was so. Possibly, the sole reason Huygens cultivated Spinoza was 
his interest in the latter’s lenses and microscopes. Spinoza showed an 
abiding interest in. the practical side of scientific research. In a letter written 
just. prior.to the death of Rembrandt, in 1669, he describes an elaborate 
experiment he had just conducted. on water pressure, using specially con- 
structed tubes and requiring the help of two assistants. But if, in physics, he 
was an amateur, when it came to microscopes and telescopes, the philo- 
sopher was regarded as one of the chief experts in the Republic. Huygens 
acknowledged that, in some respects, Spinoza’s microscopes were more 
advanced than his own. 

The microscope had been invented early in the century by the most 
ingenious of the early seventeenth-century Dutch inventors, Cornelis Dreb- 
bel (c.15§72—1633)—who had also invented the thermometer—but it was only 
in the 1660s, after improvements introduced by the Amsterdam regent 
mathematician and scientist Johannes Hudde (1628-1704), that its potential 
as an instrument of scientific research began to be realized. Both Huygens 
and Spinoza contributed to the early development of the microscope but the 
key figure in exploiting the new device was the scientist Jan Swammerdam 
(1637-80), son of an Amsterdam apothecary renowned for his outstanding 
natural history collection. Swammerdam studied anatomy, clinical practice, 
and dissection under the famous Leiden professor Le Boé Sylvius and, like 
Huygens, was fascinated both by the Cartesian vision and the research 
possibilities offered by the new devices and lenses. Exploring the mechanics 
of bodies, he opened up whole new fields of anatomy and physiology and 
‘was the discoverer of red corpuscles in blood and the structure of human 
brains, lungs, and spinal marrow. Many of his findings in anatomy did not 
become widely known, however, unti! much later when his unpublished 
work appeared under the title Biblia Naturae (1737-8). Tiring of the 
acrimonious polemics for, and against, Descartes plaguing anatomy, Swam- 
merdam switched to studying insects, dissecting and investigating the 
structure of their bodies, establishing a tradition which became one of the 
glories of Dutch science. His major work, the Algemeene Verhandeling van 
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de bloedeloose dierkens (1669), laid the foundations of the science of entomo- 
logy, eventually, in the 1680s, appearing also in Latin and French editions. 

Exploring insects, Swammerdam revealed a new. world. He also exhibited 
it more effectively than anyone had before, preserving specimens by means 
of the ingenious preparations for which he became renowned. In the 1670s, 
however, he abandoned science to devote himself entirely to religion. His 
place was taken by Anthonie van Leeuwenhoek (1632-1723) of Delft, a 
self-taught researcher, who knew little Latin and was treated conde- 
scendingly by other men of science; but this did not prevent his: winning 
international fame as a researcher. During his visit to Holland in 1697, Tsar 
Peter the Great travelled to Delft. specially to see his microscopes, much as, 
in 1668, Grand Duke Cosimo of Tuscany, on his visit to Holland, had 
visited Swammerdam to peruse his.°° Researching indefatigably in anatomy, 
entomology, and botany, Van Leeuwenhoek adopted a scientific outlook 
likewise pervaded by the Cartesian mechanistic world-view.*’ His methods 
he took largely from Swammerdam and other predecessors. Like Huygens 
and Spinoza, he was highly skilled in working with lenses and casings but 
surpassed them, gradually increasing his level of magnification from .a 
starting-point of 40 times. He constructed approximately 520 microscopes, 
with copper and occasionally silver casings; of those that survive, the most 
powerful magnifies up to 270 times; but it appears that he achieved up to 
500 times. 

Van Leeuwenhoek began making major advances in the 1670s; his most 
important publications appeared in the 1680s. Continuing where Swammer- 
dam had left off, he investigated further the structure.of blood. In 1676, a 
year in which he auctioned off, in his capacity as a minor civic official, a 
number of Vermeer’s paintings, he discovered bacteria. The following year, 
that of Spinoza’s death, he revealed the structure:of human. sperm. After- 
wards, he worked on the structure of the blood and sperm of dogs, rabbits, 
frogs, and fish.*° He also went beyond Swammerdam in investigating the 
mechanics of insects’ bodies and wings. Recognizing his achievement early 
on, the Royal Society, in London, made him a corresponding fellow in 1680; 
he later left the society twenty-six of his microscopes. The Republic itself 
possessed no academy or corresponding body for science. 

With Van Leeuwenhoek at Delft, Huygens (from 1666) in Paris (but also 
spending periods, and from 1681 residing permanently, in The Hague), the 
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principal figure at Amsterdam, after:Swammerdam, was Frederik Ruysch 
(1638-1731)... Ruysch was praelector of anatomy in the city, and among 
other tasks, supervised the city’s ‘midwives. Also following Swammerdam, 
Ruysch researched many areas of human anatomy, and physiology,” and, 
using: spirits. to preserve organs, assembled was one of Europe’s most 
famous anatomical collections (see p. 1044 below).. He published a good 
deal, his crowning achievement being his Thesaurus Anatomicus (10 vols., 
1701-15). Ruysch was also a botanist and, in 1685, was appointed head of 
the:.new: Amsterdam hortus botanicus which was one .of Europe’s most 
important centres for botanical study. His famous daughter, Rachel Ruysch, 
recreated, as it were, his passion for plants, setting new standards of 
exactness.in the painting of flowers. 

Another expert classifier who improved methods of preserving specimens, 
though not a professional scientist, was the: Anabaptist Levinus Vincent 
(1658-1727). Vincent created what was perhaps the most celebrated of all the 
Natural History: ‘cabinets of rarities’ in late seventeenth-century Holland." 
He turned Swammerdam’s passion for insects into one of the most fashion- 
able activities of late seventeenth-century Amsterdam, preserving and dis- 
playing; great quantities of insects in new ways. His collection also included 
shells, birds, herbs,. and lots of flower-pictures. Peter the Great and several 
lesser European princes visited Vincent’s museum.in the 1690s. He published 
his catalogue of the collection, the Wondertoneel der Nature (1706), adorned 
with a handsome title-page designed by Romeyn de Hooghe. 

Amsterdam regent circles, especially Burgomaster Hudde, favoured the 
Cartesian approach: and assisted new research, investing public money to 
provide facilities. Van Beuningen was one of Swammerdam’s chief backers. 
Regents were also amongst the foremost collectors of rare plants and 
insects, the insect museum of the Witsen family being especially noted.” 
They. followed the new developments in botany, and helped promote them. 
Here. the: key figure was the affluent apothecary Johannes Commelin 
(1629-92), one of the new regents put into the city council in 1672. He was 
prominently involved in the setting up of the new Amsterdam hortus, in 
1682, and..the subsequent rapid development of the garden, on scientific 
lines.: An outstanding botanist, he contributed extensively. to the Horti 
Medici Amstelodamensis: Rariorum Descriptio (1697), the general catalogue 
of rarities in the Amsterdam hortus on. which Ruysch and his nephew, 
Caspar Commelin, also worked. 
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Classifying rare and exotic plants,‘and illustrating them, emerged as: one 
of the chief specialities of Dutch science. The tradition reached back to the 
early seventeenth century, but first matured with the botanical sections of 
the famous publication Historia Naturalis: Brasiliae (1648), the general 
compendium of the research carried out. in Dutch Brazil sponsored by 
Johann Maurits: van Nassau-Siegen whilst he was governor there.:.The 
treatises on the plants, birds, and animals of Brazil were of exceptionally 
high quality, and mainly the work of a German scholar trained at. Leiden, 
Georg Markgraf, whose work marks the beginning of the great age of Dutch 
botanical research and publications. 

The most monumental project, before 1700, was the Hortus Indicus 
Malabaricus (Amsterdam, 1678-93), a comprehensive survey, magnificently 
illustrated, in twelve volumes, with no fewer than 1,794 plates. The project 
was funded, and inspired, by Hendrik Adriaen Reede tot Drakenstein 
(c. 1636-91), a VOC officer on the Malabar:coast who rose in the 1660s to 
become commander of the Dutch fort at Cochin. He.returned in 1678 to the 
Netherlands, where he was briefly active in the ridderschap of Utrecht, but 
subsequently returned, as a high official, to south India. His great project to 
survey the flora of Malabar was assisted by the Amsterdam regent Com- 
melin, who contributed some of the plates and text. The work was so vast 
it remained largely confined to Latin, plans for Dutch and English versions 
being abandoned at an early stage. 

But perhaps the most creative of all the-researchers in botany was Georg 
Everard Rumphius (c.1627—1702), the so-called Pliny of the Indies.® 
Rumphius was a German employee of the VOC who spent most of his adult 
life in the Moluccas. He became a passionate botanist and general natural 
scientist and, even after becoming blind, in 1670, continued his research with 
the help of the authorities at Batavia, who provided financial and other 
assistance. His magnum opus, a vast study of the plants of Amboina, the 
Amboinsch Kruidboek, was almost lost several times. When it was partly 
destroyed in a fire which burnt down much of Amboina, in 1687, Rumphius 
had to redo all his drawings. It was then lost again, in.1692, en route from 
Batavia to Holland on a ship sunk by the French. Happily, the sole copy 
survived at Batavia and years later safely reached the Heren XVII in 
Amsterdam. Daunted by its size, however, they merely buried it, unpub- 
lished, in their archives. It finally appeared, produced by ‘a consortium of 
publishers, in six monumental volumes, in the 1740s. Rumphius also 
predeceased publication of his other book, his Amboinsche Rariteitenkamer, 
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a study of the fish, coral, and minerals of Amboina based on meticulous 
research carried out over forty years. It was published in Amsterdam in 
1705. A scientist of the Golden Age, his legacy became known to Europe 
only during the Enlightenment. 

By the first decade of the eighteenth century, Dutch science, like art and 
philosophy, was still in full flood. There was no sign yet of any lessening of 
vitality or creativity. It was also still the leading science in Europe in many 
sectors, particularly microscopes, anatomy, botany, insects, optics, some 
areas of chemistry, and—the aspect most widely noticed—in clinical meth- 
ods and ‘application of science to medicine. 


THE ANTI-SOCINIAN CAMPAIGN 


By the 1640s, hardline Calvinists, under the impact of Frederik Hendrik’s 
tolerant policies, the Remonstrant revival, and lapsing of active persecution 
of Catholic conventicles, had had to retreat some way from the uncom- 
promising intolerance of the Counter-Remonstrants of 1619. Voetius him- 
self, during the 1640s, had evolved a somewhat grudging, limited doctrine 
of toleration which he later set out in his Politica Ecclesiastica.™ After the, 
for them; shattering event of the early death of William II, orthodox 
Calvinists of the Voetian mould had to accept that they lived in a state 
which granted freedom of practice to dissenting Churches and that Catholic 
services held in private homes (as long as attendances were not too large) 
were beyond their reach. But Voetius and his followers drew the line at 
doctrines which, in-their view, undermined the fundamentals of Christianity, 
especially those denying the divinity of Christ, the Trinity, and original sin, 
thus Socinianism and deism, as well as concealed and unconcealed atheism. 
The anti-Socinian campaign which gathered momentum in the United 
‘Provinces, in the years around 1650, remained a major element in Dutch 
thought and culture for. over half a century, becoming a main engine, and 
justification, of policies aimed at restricting, and cutting back, intellectual 
and religious freedom. 

One of the central principles of Voetius’ Politica Ecclesiastica is that 
Socinianism, and anti-Trinitarianism generally, cannot be allowed, or tol- 
erated,:in a Christian society. This meant, for Voetius, that tolerated 
dissenting Churches, such as the Remonstrants and Mennonites, who lacked 
the theological discipline, and authoritarian structure, of the Reformed and 
Lutherans (as well as the Catholics), had to be kept under constant 
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surveillance, and pressure, to prevent the propagation of anti-Trinitarian 
thought in their midst, and induce them to purge themselves of their 
anti-Trinitarian members. Additionally, intellectual influences, including 
Erasmus, in any way conducive to Arian and Socinian ways of thinking 
should be discouraged by the public authorities. Voetius argued that the 
eradication of Socinianism and. other anti-Trinitarianism from society—and 
in the first place from their natural haven, the dissenting Churches and their 
offshoots, the Collegiants—was the duty of the state and had to be pursued, 
with or without the collaboration of the. Mennonite and Remonstrant 
leadership. In a letter of 1664, he was glad to be able to praise the Dutch 
Mennonite leadership for co-operating with the public authorities in com- 
bating Socinianism within their own ranks.” 

Cocceians were less rigidly intolerant on a practical level, but from a 
theological: standpoint were as opposed to anti-Trinitarianism as. the 
Voetians. Much of Cocceius’ Summa Doctrinae de Foedere (1648) reads like 
a dialogue with Socinus and other Socinian writers.* In his exegetical 
passages, Cocceius refers continually: to what he deemed. the Socinians’ 
errors in interpreting Scripture and failure to see references to the Trinity. 
Voetius and Cocceius were equally adamant that the divinity.and coming of 
Christ are inherent in the Old Testament, as well as the New, and: that the 
Socinian view of Christ as. lacking divine attributes, and of the ‘Old 
Testament as a mere preface, of little significance compared to the New, 
subverted the fundamentals of Christian faith. Heidanus, doyen of Cocceio- 
Cartesianism, considered anti-Trinitarianism the chief threat to Christianity 
and devoted much intellectual energy to combating it. Réell too, later in the 
century, justified his radical innovations as being the best defence against 
Socinianism and anti-Trinitarianism. i 

Evidently, by the 1640s, Socinian. and anti-Trinitarian. views were widely 
held in Dutch society, at any rate in the maritime provinces and Friesland. 
Johannes Sartorius, a Polish Socinian preacher who took refuge in Amster- 
dam, reported in 1638 that many men there privately rejected the Trinity, 
and were thus concealed anti-Trinitarians, or ‘Nicodemites’, as he: calls 
them.® The States party-faction, in the ascendant in the late 1640s, and 
again after the death of William II, in 1650, were advocates of. toleration. 
But they were also worried by the damage to their reputation, amongst the 
populace, which the Reformed preachers were capable. of inflicting. In the 
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years around 1650, there are many indications of the States of Holland’s 
nervousness on this score. In a placard of July 1653, the States denounced 
the campaign of insinuation mounted by certain preachers to ‘discredit the 
sincere intentions and salutary decisions of the States of Holland’ and 
‘spread sinister notions regarding the piety and uprightness of the regents of 
this province’.” Voetian preachers considered the Holland regents woefully 
inadequate when it came to championing religion, and the public Church, 
and the States felt vulnerable to such criticism. Several times the preachers 
of Holland were warned to show the ‘proper respect and obedience that 
subjects owe their legitimate sovereigns’” both in their sermons and private 
discourse. 

The centrality of the Socinian issue in the late 1640s and 1650s was partly 
due to the influx of Polish and German Socinians to Amsterdam, as a result 
of intensifying persecution in Poland and Brandenburg, and the publication 
in the Republic of several Socinian works, in Dutch. The books were printed 
and sold clandestinely and destroyed when intercepted by the authorities. In 
1645; the Rotterdam burgomasters discovered a stock of 100 copies of a 
work by Crellius, in Dutch translation, and had them destroyed. But it was 
also due to the spread of the Collegiant movement, especially, in the 1640s, 
to Amsterdam, and mounting evidence that some Dutchmen were being 
influenced by Socinian doctrines:” Zeeland had. already acted by the time 
the North and South Holland Synods petitioned the States of Holland, in 
1653,.to combat this ‘sickness’, which they called the. most dangerous, and 
most ‘Jewish’, of all:Christian heresies, alleging that it was spreading 
rapidly, especially in Holland, Friesland, and Groningen, an indication that 
Mennonites were regarded.as particularly susceptible to Socinian argu- 
ments.” 

In September 1653, ‘the States of Holland duly prohibited ‘Socinian and 
other anti-Trinitarian ‘conventicles’, warning participants they would be 
charged with blasphemy and as ‘disturbers of the peace’. Booksellers found 
stocking anti-Trinitarian books were to be fined 1,000 guilders, printers of 
anti-Trinitarian literature 3,000 guilders. The edict was aimed at Collegiants, 
and others who were susceptible to anti-Trinitarian influences, as well as 
avowed Socinians, meeting in groups. There was a crack-down on anti- 
Trinitarianism throughout Holland, as well as in neighbouring Utrecht, 
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which continued through the 1650s and undoubtedly had a considerable 
effect. At Rotterdam, the consistory of the ‘Flemish’ Anabaptists felt 
obliged to conform to the edict and closed the free Anabaptist discussion 
college, which had been meeting weekly.”> The Rotterdam Remonstrant 
consistory split, with some liberals wanting to defy the edict (with the 
support of the young Adriaen Paets), but the majority decided to defer to 
the authorities and close the ‘Friday College’. At Amsterdam, too, the 
Collegiants were for some years forced to meet in smaller groups than 
before, in private homes, and be more circumspect.” The Reformed classes 
reported, at the meeting of the South Holland Synod at Dordrecht, in 1656, 
that enforcement of the anti-Socinian placard by the authorities was 
satisfactory, at least in the larger towns, which confirms that there was an 
evident change in the intellectual atmosphere at Rotterdam, The Hague, and 
elsewhere.”” The crack-down on anti-Trinitarianism extended also to the 
countryside. The baljuw of Alkmaar wrote to De Witt, in March 1655, 
reporting his enquiries in the villages around the city, with the help of the 
‘regents of the principal villages’, as to whether there were any Socinians, or 
anti-Trinitarian books, in the vicinity, concluding there were not.” 

The States of Holland, like those of Zeeland and Utrecht, considered it 
prudent to act against anti-Trinitarianism, as also did the States of Friesland 
and Groningen. This they did, in part, as a political measure, to defend their 
reputations and, in part, out of real intolerance of anti-Trinitarianism in all 
but the most liberal regent circles. However, this by no means implies that 
the States party-faction was deferential to the public Church in such 
matters. The synods wanted stronger measures, especially with regard to 
book censorship, but the States. refused. to accord greater influence to the 
synods than they had already, through the States and city councils. In 
December 1654, the States of Holland rejected: the joint request of: the 
Holland synods for a provincial board of censorship, or visitadores librorum, 
to act as a permanent watch-dog, asserting that ‘such practice in these lands 
would have very dangerous consequences’.”? 

In Holland, in contrast to other provinces, the drive against Socinianism, 
and all but the most outspoken anti-Trinitarianism, slackened after a few 
years.. At Amsterdam, it proved impossible to halt the flow of Socinian 
publications for long. At the end of the 1650s, Frans Kuiper, a former 
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Remonstrant preacher turned Socinian, began publishing a series under the 
general title ‘Bibliotheca Fratrum Polonorum’, printing and distributing the 
books clandestinely. The series included the works of Socinus himself, as 
well as of Crellius, Jonas Schlichting, and other leading Socinian theologi- 
ans. In 1659, the Collegiant Jan Cornelisz. Knol published a Dutch version 
of the Rakow catechism, the credo of the Polish Socinians. Also in 169, a 
former official of the Hof of Holland, and a nobleman, Lancelot van 
Brederode, anonymously published a 563-page book assailing the public 
Church and rejecting the doctrine of the Trinity.” The book, printed in 900 
copies, was consigned for distribution to Collegiant booksellers in Amster- 
dam. Both the States and Hof of Holland reacted vigorously. The book was 
immediately banned, its author discovered, tried, and heavily fined, and 
efforts were made to seize the copies in circulation, though the authorities 
failed fully to suppress it. 

Collegiant meetings in large groups, or ‘colleges’, revived in the early 
1660s. In 1661, the Amsterdam Reformed consistory complained to the 
vroedschap of the ‘exorbitance of the Socinian gatherings, in which Quakers 
and Boreelists mingle, such that one hundred, one hundred and fifty, and 
sometimes even greater numbers attend them’.*' What was at issue here was 
not the existence of Collegiant groups, as such, but that there was no longer 
sufficient pressure to compel them to meet only in small groups, in private 
homes. The consistory warned of dangerous consequences ‘which can 
already be perceived among the Mennonites’—a reference to the growing 
tension over the Trinity among the Amsterdam Anabaptist communities. It 
is true that by no means all the Collegiants were anti-Trinitarians. The 
founders of the Collegiant movement in Amsterdam, in the 1640s—Daniel 
de Breen, Adam Boreel, and the Mennonite leader Galenus Abrahamsz. de 
Haan—had not been professed anti-Trinitarians. During the 1660s, the 
Boreelists and leading figures such as the mystical Millenarian Petrus 
Serrarius continued loosely to subscribe to the doctrine of the Trinity.” Yet 
the Reformed consistory regarded the Collegiant revival as a major change 
in the religious life of the city. The essence of the Collegiant movement lay 
in the ideal of a Christianity of Bible study and modelling one’s life on Christ, 
divorced from all church authority and confessional differences.*} The 
movement of the Rijnsburgers was the antithesis of church authority, creating 
an atmosphere in which anti-Trinitarianism flourished. At Amsterdam, 
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a large part of the Collegiant movement, including Kuiper, Knol, and 
Spinoza’s ally Lodewijk Meijer, were professed anti-Trinitarians. 

The anti-Socinian campaign relaxed somewhat, between 1660 and 1672, 
at least in Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and some other places in Holland. But 
in most of the Republic, repression of anti-Trinitarianism remained a 
fundamental aspect of religious, cultural, and political life throughout the 
late seventeenth century and early eighteenth. In the 1680s, the Synod of 
Overijssel was alarmed about the growth of Socinian influence among the 
Mennonites in the north-western part of the province, around Blokzijl.™4 
The Rijnsburg-style ‘college’ established at Groningen in the 1680s was 
vigorously combated by the Groningen ‘Old Flemish’ Mennonites and 
repeatedly accused of anti-Trinitarianism, though the Groningen Collegi- 
ants insisted that they had no confession, or dogmas, but simply believed 
that Christ was the son of God, ‘our prophet, high priest, and king’. In 1702, 
the Groningen raad suppressed the college and continued to break up the 
Collegiants’ meetings until around 1712.° But it was especially in Friesland 
that Socinianism became a major issue in provincial life. In Friesland, 
Socinian, Quaker, and Collegiant influences gradually gained ground, 
especially among the liberal Anabaptists. A fierce placard was issued in 1662 
by the Frisian States against Socinians and Quakers, which not only 
threatened heavy fines and imprisonment, but authorized the province’s 
Reformed preachers to ‘examine... persons upon whom suspicion falls’ 
before the magistrates, a kind of informal method of inquisition never 
introduced in Holland.® The placard of 1662 was reissued in 1687 at.a time 
of rising controversy about the new liberal Mennonite ‘colleges’ which.arose 
in the 1680s at. Leeuwarden, Harlingen, and several smaller places. 

A key episode in the anti-Socinian campaign, particularly significant in 
that it shows that one did not need to be a professed Socinian or 
anti-Trinitarian to suffer repression, was the case of the Frisian. Foecke 
Floris (c.1650-c.1700). Floris was a liberal Anabaptist preacher, a smith by 
calling, who established a following, or ‘college’, at Grouw. The Reformed 
preacher of Grouw accused him of being a ‘Socinian’, at first with little 
effect. However, in. 1687,.at Leeuwarden, Floris published a book, his 
Bescherming der Waerheyt Godts, in reply to his adversary’s printed attacks 
on the ‘cancer of the Socinian heretics’ in general and himself in particular.®’ 
On the evidence of his book, the Synod of Friesland condemned Floris as 
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a ‘Socinian’. The Delegated States banned the book, ordering all copies to 
be burnt, and forbade Floris to preach. He was also briefly imprisoned, at 
Leeuwarden, before being expelled from the province. He then migrated to 
Holland and resumed preaching in the Zaan area. The North Holland 
Synod at once complained to the baljuw of Kennemerland, who began to 
investigate. Floris, with the help of Galenus Abrahamsz, appealed to 
William.III, who was then at Hellevoetsluis, preparing the great fleet for the 
invasion of England. William, who. especially at that time wished to 
emphasize his tolerationist principles, ordered the proceedings suspended. 
In the early 1690s, however, the synod resumed its pressure and, in August 
1692, the baljuw forbade Floris to preach. Later Floris resumed preaching 
and the affair ended inconclusively. His group at Grouw were repeatedly 
investigated for ‘Socinianism’.™ 

There were two main grounds for banning books which were non-political 
and non-erotic in the United Provinces, during the second half of the 
seventeenth century—anti-Trinitarianism and ‘atheistic’ philosophical tend- 
encies. The formal proscription of Socinianism and anti-Trinitarianism 
became in the 1650s, and then remained for many decades, the pivot of 
intellectual and theological censorship, even in Amsterdam. In 1669, the 
Hof of Holland complained to the schout, at Amsterdam, that volumes of 
the Bibliotheca Fratrum Polonorum were being almost freely distributed in 
the city, in defiance of the placard of 1653, ordering him to make surprise 
raids on bookshops to seize copies, and punish offending booksellers.* The 
Amsterdam burgomasters felt obliged to. go along with this, at least 
formally. The practical effect was mitigated, however, by ‘Arminian’ regents 
warning the booksellers that the searches were to take place. 

The Dutch Republic was undoubtedly freer than other European societies 
of the time and tolerated more churches and religions than any other, 
allowing numerous faiths to publish their books and rival interpretations of 
Scripture. Nevertheless, the Republic adhered to a comprehensive censor- 
ship which created a real and formidable barrier to the expression.of certain 
kinds of religious and philosophical: ideas. When, in 1678, the city of 
Utrecht reissued the anti-Socinian placard published by the city and States 
of Utrecht, in 1655, the vroedschap described their censorship policy as 
intended to suppress all ‘Socinian, Arian, blasphemous, and entirely perni- 
cious books and, in particular, the Bibliotheca Fratrum Polonorum, the 
Leviathan [of Hobbes], the Philosophia Scripturae Interpres [of Meijer], the 
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Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, of Spinoza, together with B.d.S[pinoza], 
Opera Posthuma’.” 


RADICAL CARTESIANS AND SPINOZISTS 


Cartesian. principles and Cocceianism together generated'a broad stream of 
liberal thought in philosophy, theology, and science in the Dutch Republic, 
during the second half of the seventeenth century, which was theologically 
flexible, tolerant of philosophical innovation, and eager to elaborate Des- 
cartes’s mechanistic world-view. Nevertheless, this broad liberal stream in 
thought and science, vigorous if not unchallenged in, and outside,. the 
universities, civic government, and the public Church; also subscribed to 
rigidly defined frontiers beyond which the philosopher, theologian, scientist, 
and poet was not permitted to step. Chief among these were the divinity of 
Christ, the Trinity, original sin, immortality of the soul and divine author- 
ship of Scripture. The limits were upheld by the provincial governments, 
public Church, and universities alike, and sanctioned by Cocceius, Heida- 
nus, and Réell, as well as Voetius and the Voetians. 

From this there arose, given that Cartesian principles could also be 
applied in ways which involved crossing these frontiers, a fundamental 
separation in the Dutch (and German Reformed) context between moderate 
and radical Cartesianism. Moderate Cartesians and Cocceio-Cartesians not 
only insisted on this distinction but claimed that those who overstepped the 
mark had no right to call themselves ‘Cartesians’ at all. But these radical 
Cartesians, though they had both Voetians and Cocceio-Cartesians against 
them, became, during the 1660s,:a central feature of the Dutch cultural and 
intellectual scene. 

Thinkers who ventured over the limits entered dangerous territory. The 
earliest and ablest of those who followed Lancelot van Brederode into this 
forbidden realm were Franciscus van den Enden, Lodewijk Meijer, Adriaen 
Koerbagh, and, above all, Spinoza. Spinoza, born into the Portuguese 
Jewish community in Amsterdam, had been expelled from the synagogue, 
for treating God ‘philosophically’ and questioning Scripture and rabbinical 
authority, in July 1656—a few weeks before the States of Holland issued 
their placard segregating philosophy from theology. After his expulsion 
from the synagogue, Spinoza mixed in Collegiant circles, first in Amsterdam 
and then Rijnsburg, near Leiden. Whilst at Rijnsburg, during the Brederode 
affair, he wrote his Short Treatise on God, Man and his Well-Being which he 
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was still amending in 1662.% Already here, Spinoza defined God, and the 
world, in terms which departed totally from traditional Jewish and Christian 
views, ruling out divine intervention in human affairs as well as the existence 
of Satan and devils. 

Spinoza, seeing the measures being taken against fellow Collegiants in 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam, was under no illusion as to what would happen 
should he publish his treatise. ‘I do not separate God from Nature’, he 
informed his correspondent in London, Henry Oldenburg, ‘as everyone else 
known to me has done’;” however, ‘I do not have. any definite plan 
regarding publication . ... I fear, of course, that the theologians of our time 
may be offended and with their usual hatred attack me, who loathes 
quarrels.” Oldenburg urged Spinoza not to worry about. ‘arousing the 
pygmies of our age’ and to rely on that freedom for which the Dutch 
Republic was celebrated. But Spinoza knew. his Republic better than 
Oldenburg and left his treatise unpublished. It did not finally appear in print 
until the mid-nineteenth century. 

Spinoza was an immensely powerful thinker who made a deep impact on 
those around him. By 1662-3, he had succeeded. in forming.a circle, at both 
Amsterdam and Rijnsburg, of followers devoted to.reading, and discussing, 
his manuscripts:and ready, as one of them, Simon de Vries, expressed it, to 
‘defend truth against those who are superstitiously religious ... and stand 
against the attacks of the whole world’. Spinoza was by no means a 
philosophical hermit, withdrawn from the cares of the world, content to 
keep his ideas to himself. On the contrary, he was a determined, as well as 
great, philosopher, ambitious to make his mark and a realist constantly 
sizing up the Dutch political, theological, and philosophical scene around 
him. His whole strategy, in his writing and publications, was geared to the 
contemporary Dutch scene. 

‘He disliked quarrels and knew he had to tread carefully to avoid not only 
risking the tranquillity he needed for his philosophizing but being attacked, 
vilified, and crushed. But his goal was to make an impact comparable to 
that of Descartes, revolutionizing every aspect of thought and science in the 
society around him. Obviously the best, and safest, way to secure a position 
of strength, at the centre of the Dutch intellectual arena, was to veil his own 
philosophy, for the moment, and appear before the public as a mainstream 
Cartesian. In this way, Spinoza hoped to gain acceptance and win highly 
placed friends among the many regents and academics who were committed 
to defending philosophia cartesiana against the Voetians. ‘Perhaps it will 
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convince some who hold high positions in my country’, he explained :to 
Oldenburg, ‘to want to read other works I have written, which I acknow- 
ledge as my own, so that they would see to it that I can publish without 
danger of harassment.’ If he succeeded in this, it was Spinoza’s. intention 
to publish his philosophy as-soon as possible but, if not, he intended to be 
‘silent rather than force my opinions on men against. the will of my country 
and make them: hostile to me’. Meanwhile, he ‘worked steadily on: his 
principal philosophical work, the Ethics. 

Hence it was no accident that Spinoza’s first published work was his 
exposition of the philosophy of Descartes (1663). The book aroused interest, 
but the results, from Spinoza’s point of view; were inconclusive. He became 
a known figure. The Latin version was followed, the next year, by a Dutch 
translation, prepared by Pieter Balling, one of his followers, a Mennonite 
‘businessman with connections. in Spain. Yet still the outlook seemed 
forbidding. He showed drafts.of his manuscripts to mfluential friends but 
held back from publishing his own philosophy because of the opinion 
‘ordinary folk.have of me; they never stop accusing me of atheism, and I 
am forced to refute this accusation as. much as I can’,.?5 He was still also 
wary of the ‘prejudices of:the-theologians, for I know of.no greater obstacle 
to men’s applying their minds to philosophy’.* Deciding that he could not 
publish his Ethics even in the relatively liberal intellectual climate prevailing 
in the 1660s, Spinoza, like Meijer, embarked on the kind of biblical criticism 
which questions divine authorship, undermining the claims of the theologi- 
ans, in order to weaken the people’s veneration for the public Church, and, 
by: this means, open ‘the way to the publication, and acceptance, of 
‘philosophical truth’. The Reformed preachers.of the United Provinces held 
sway armed with Scripture as divine revelation. Show that Scripture was not 
divine revelation and the preachers would be disarmed. 

Meijer entered the fray. first—and very possibly without Spinoza’s appro- 
val—with his Philosophia S. Scripturae Interpres, which was published 
anonymously, at Amsterdam, in 1666. The book caused a general outcry. 
In his preface, Meijer claimed to be applying Descartes’s method to the one 
area to which it had not, as yet, been applied—theology. Theology, the 
‘princess of learned disciplines’, urged Meijer, was now in a-state of such 
disarray, with so many rival interpretations of Scripture, that ordinary folk 
were becoming deeply confused and filled with doubt: The remedy, he held, 
‘was to follow Descartes and strip away everything it was possible to doubt 
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until one arrived at truth so evident that it cannot be doubted.” Since 
Scripture was the basis of theology, he proposed to examine Scripture as a 
philosopher, suspending knowledge that it was divine revelation. The 
conclusion of this exercise was that Scripture is full of contradictions, 
discrepancies, and imperfections and that God, if the original: author, 
cannot be regarded as the author of the text as-we have it.% With this, 
Meijer provided- the Voetians with the best proof they had: yet that if 
philosophy was not rigorously subjected to theology, then. philosophy would 
soon subjugate theology. 

‘-Voetians and Cocceio-Cartesians alike deplored Méeijer’s: book: The 
condemnation issued by Leiden university theology faculty was signed by 
Cocceius and Heidanus. Bekker was among dozens of preachers, of both 
main streams, who denounced the work. Trinitarian Collegiants were also 
appalled. The mystical Millenarian Petrus Serrarius, at: Amsterdam, who 
knew Meijer and Spinoza well (and probably knew who. the author was) 
accused the author of bowing down before the idol of philosophy.” 
Serrarius agreed that the Churches were in a state of sickness but argued 
that the prevailing spiritual confusion had nothing to do with discrepancies 
in Scripture but arose from reading Scripture without being infused with the 
Holy Spirit. 

The book was immediately banned in Friesland and more sporadically 
suppressed in Holland. Meijer was followed by another of Spinoza’s circle, 
Adriaen Koerbagh (c. 1632-69), whose work shows a marked partiality for 
Collegiants and Quakers, and hostility to the public Church. Koerbagh’s 
Bloemhof van Allerley Lieflijkheid (1668), recklessly published under his own 
name, was full of anti-Church, anti-Trinitarian, and Spinozist concepts. A 
second, even more radical work was on the press when the outcry against 
the first persuaded the printer to inform the authorities. Koerbagh went into 
hiding, was discovered, arrested by magistrates in Culemborg, and handed 
over to their colleagues in Amsterdam. Sentenced to ten years’ imprison- 
ment, and a 4,000 guilder fine, he died, in prison, to the distress of his allies, 
in October 1669. His brother Johannes was also imprisoned for anti-Trini- 
tarianism but released by the Amsterdam magistrates on the principle that 
in the United Provinces. persons who have not written books; or convened 
gatherings, cannot be punished for godless opinions. 

Koerbagh attacked the doctrine of the Trinity, subordinated theology to 
philosophy, accounted Scripture a source of confusion, and was more 
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categorical than Meijer-that Scripture was not divine revelation,’ urging 
that this be explained to the people, to prevent their being further misled by 
churchmen.’ He had asserted all this.in Dutch and. paid the price. It was 
in the aftermath of Koerbagh’s harsh fate and perhaps partly as a conse- 
quence that Spinoza entered the field with his:Tractatus Theologico-Politicus 
(1670), published anonymously at Amsterdam with the place of publication 
falsely given as ‘Hamburg’. Spinoza himself tells us, in his preface, that his 
purpose was to liberate the individual, and society, from ‘superstition’ 
fostered by fear and, by freeing society from superstition, liberate | the 
individual from intellectual servitude.'” Alluding to the Cocceian—Voetian 
battles, he remarks that the theologians of his time ‘harangue, not caring to 
instruct the people, but striving to attract admiration, bring opponents into 
scorn, and spread novelties and paradoxes’, all of which he deems pointless. 
He accuses the Churches of perverting religion so that ‘faith has become. a 
Mere compound of credulity. and prejudice’.? By bringing the light..of 
reason to the study of Scripture and discarding the ‘principle. that it is in 
every passage divine and true’, Spinoza aspired to put an end to theological 
controversy and the hatred, intolerance, and divisiveness which accompa- 
nied it. 

The publication of Spinoza’s Tractatus provoked an immediate uproar 
throughout the length and breadth of Holland even though Spinoza had 
purposely published only-in Latin and took energetic steps to prevent its 
publication in Dutch (see pp. 789-90 above). The Dutch version (by 
Glazemaker) did not finally appear until 1693. In Leiden, as in Haarlem, the 
Latin text was discussed by the outraged consistory in May 1670.'% A 
delegation was sent to the burgomasters, who agreed that the passages 
brought to their attention. were intolerable and: arranged for the book to be 
seized from the bookshops. When the South Holland Synod convened: some 
weeks later, at Schiedam, the 7ractatus Theologico-Politicus was held up:as 
the single most offensive of all the: recent wave of ‘foul and blasphemous 
books’ which the consistories were determined to check.' It was resolved 
that Leiden’s example should be generally followed. The delegates were 
asked to ensure that all the town magistracies. actively suppressed the book 
under the existing anti-Socinian legislation as, assuredly, most of them did. 
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Meanwhile Spinoza.:refused publicly to. acknowledge that he was the 
author. Nevertheless, he increasingly became an object of opprobrium and 
suspicion. He moved at this time from Voorburg to the centre of The 
Hague, doubtless at least in part so as to be under the very :noses:of the 
States and De Witt, thereby minimizing the. risk of harassment by any 
purely local body. There he spent his last years, lodging in the house of. an 
elder of the Lutheran consistory. 

But the book caused a sensation in more than just a negative sense. 
Clearly it had a wide impact and swayed many of those who read it. Bekker 
later noted that Spinoza’s influence penetrated deeply, ‘seducing’ many of 
the best minds.'® As early as 1673, Stouppe reported that Spinoza ‘a un 
grand nombre de sectateurs qui sont entiérement attachez.a ses senti- 
mens’.'” As part of his campaign to damage the reputation of the United 
Provinces, Stouppe added that although the Tractatus ‘a pour but principal 
de détruire, toutes les religions, et particuliérement la Judaique et la 
Chrétienne, et introduire ]’Athéisme, le libertinage, et la liberté de toutes les 
religions’, Dutch theologians had made remarkably little effort to refute his 
arguments, an assertion hotly contested by Brun. 

After the overthrow of the De Witt regime in 1672, an event which 
Spinoza found deeply distressing, his Tractatus was definitively banned, in 
1674, by the States and Hof of Holland together with Meijer’s Philosophia 
and Hobbes’s Leviathan. A year later, though, during the months of the 
resurgence of republican sentiment and reaction against William III, in 
1675, he made a final effort to have his magnum opus, his Ethics, published 
at Amsterdam. But the mere rumour that he was about to do so caused such 
a reaction, especially among preachers, that he decided the climate was just 
too forbidding. __ 

After the great philosopher’s death, in February 1677, Meijer and other 
allies lost no time in preparing his philosophical legacy for the press. Ten 
months after his burial at the New Church, in The Hague, they published 
the Ethics and unfinished Tractatus Politicus, together with his letters and 
Hebrew Grammar, in both Latin and Dutch editions but giving no place of 
publication or name of translator or publisher. All editions were definitively 
banned by the States of Holland in June 1678, as containing ‘very many 
profane, blasphemous, and atheistic propositions, whereby not only the 
unlettered reader might be misled from the one and true path to salva- 
tion’.'“ The States’ placard also prohibited all future translations and 
extracts from Spinoza. 
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There is every sign that this decree, however imperfectly implemented— 
and clearly Spinoza’s works continued to be sold and read—had an 
appreciable impact. It was not advisable to propagate, or defend, Spinoza 
publicly and no one with worldly ambitions thought it prudent to be 
associated with Spinoza’s ideas. The barrage of refutations pouring: from 
Voetian, Cocceian, Anabaptist, and Jewish quarters continued unabated. In 
1680, Van Velthuysen, encouraged by Paets,'® published his Tractatus 
against Spinoza; the Sephardic publicist Isaac Orobio de Castro emerged as 
one of the leaders of the anti-Spinoza campaign with his Certamen philo- 
Sophicum (1684); in 1690, Wittichius published his Anti-Spinoza. But ‘still 
Spinoza continued to penetrate deeply and, in the 1690s, to a much greater 
extent than before among the ordinary public as is shown by the fact that 
the furore now shifted from Latin to Dutch.' In 1693-4, two different 
Dutch versions of the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus appeared, followed in 
1694 by a translation of Wittichius’ Anti-Spinoza.'" But what caused the 
greatest commotion was the publication in 1697 of the sequel to the 
philosophical-theological novel Het leven van Philopater (The Life of Philo- 
pater) by Johannes Duijkerius (c.1661—1702). 

The first part of this remarkable work, describing the stages in the 
spiritual development of a young man who begins as a Voetian zealot, had 
caused offence by presenting the Voetian—Cocceian battles as futile polemics 
reminiscent of the medieval feuding of the Hoeks and Cabeljauws. But the 
book had sold well and its success encouraged both author and publisher 
to think in terms of a sequel which was assured of a ready market and might 
be a powerful vehicle for propagating forbidden ideas amongst the general 
public. Duijkerius, a trainee preacher of the public Church (unable to obtain 
a post owing to his stammer) and unemployed schoolmaster, lived in 
poverty in Amsterdam, eking out a living by grinding lenses—just as had 
his hero, Spinoza.'’? The publisher, the Amsterdam bookseller Aart 
Wolsgryn, a well-known supplier of Cocceian, Cartesian, and radical 
Cartesian literature to the Amsterdam public (and likewise a fervent 
Spinozist), had already slipped Spinozist notions into the epilogue of the 
Dutch translation of the famous Italian pastoral poem, // Pastor Fido, which 
he published in 1695."° But the sequel to Philopater was a much bolder 
move. The book openly expounds at length what has been termed an 
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‘extreme materialist’ interpretation of Spinoza, adopting his approach to 
Scripture, rejection of miracles, and many of his formulations, but also, like 
Uriel. da Costa, denying the immortality of the soul, more bluntly than 
Spinoza had in his Ethics.‘ 

It was a foregone conclusion that such a blatant attempt to popularize 
Spinoza: would be suppressed by the authorities with the utmost rigour. Ever 
since Van den Enden, radical philosophical ‘atheists’ had pondered how 
they could most effectively popularize challenging new concepts. Van den 
Enden had formerly entertained high hopes of the theatre in this regard.''5 
But the Dutch theatre remained tightly restricted. With his philosophical 
novel, Duijkerius had hit on a new avenue which promised brilliant 
possibilities. 

The book appeared at Amsterdam, in ‘1,500 copies, in December 1697. 
That very month, the Rotterdam consistory reacted in alarm, urging the 
magistracy to take action. The Hague consistory shortly after obtained the 
backing of that vroedschap for an appeal to the Hof of Holland. The Hof 
ordered the book’s suppression, asking all the municipalities of Holland and 
Zeeland to seize the stock. The copies confiscated at Rotterdam were burnt 
by the authorities at the town hall in May 1698. The Delegated States of 
Friesland also banned the book. Meanwhile, though the title-page withheld 
the publisher’s name, and falsely declared the place of publication as 
‘Groningen’, the Amsterdam magistracy had discovered the identity of the 
publisher. Wolsgryn was arrested, interrogated, and, in April: 1698, sen- 
tenced to eight years’ imprisonment to be followed by banishment from 
Holland for twenty-five years, besides a 4,000 guilder fine, all under the 
terms of the 1653 placard against Socinianism—Philopater, quite apart from 
anything else, being undeniably anti-Trinitarian.'° Thus, Holland’s anti-So- 
cinian legislation remained the linchpin of the Republic’s intellectual censor- 
ship. Duijkerius himself was also summonsed but adamantly denied being 
the author. He went unpunished by the secular authorities, though disgraced 
by the consistory. He died in impoverished circumstances in 1702. 

The spread of a simplified Spinozism in Dutch, and even more the fierce 
reaction it provoked from the secular and ecclesiastical authorities, was a 
phenomenon which had profound consequences for the subsequent intellec- 
tual and ‘cultural history of the United Provinces. Something of the 
atmosphere generated by the Spinoza ferment of the 1690s is captured in 
an anecdote recounted years later by the great Herman Boerhaave, the 
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Republic’s most celebrated medical. scholar. Whilst aboard .a passenger 
barge, as a student,.in 1693, he overheard a lively discussion among the 
passengers about Spinoza. The views expressed were so vehemently negative 
he asked one of the critics whether he had actually read any Spinoza. At 
this, another passenger asked Boerhaave’s name, noting it down, with the 
result that he became suspected at Leiden of being a Spinozist, and: lost his 
chance of a career in the public Church.'”” 

The mounting campaign in the 1690s to demolish Spinoza and his 
following was not principally the work of Voetians but Cartesians, Coc- 
ceians, and other main representatives of the Early Enlightenment in the 
Republic. By combating Spinoza and Spinozism, the Republic’s intellectual 
leadership could blunt the attack of the Voetians, show that the new 
philosophy and science did not lead to atheism, and pose as the defenders 
of the religious and moral order. The single most widely influential critique 
of Spinoza written in the Republic at this time was that by Pierre Bayle, the 
‘philosopher of Rotterdam’, Bayle’s article on Spinoza was the longest.and 
one of the most important in his Dictionnaire historique et critique, the first 
edition of which appeared in 1696. A leading Dutch translator, from 
French, of the time, Frangois Halma, bookseller .and compiler of Dutch- 
French dictionaries, then translated and published Bayle’s essay in Dutch as 
a separate booklet. In his preface, Halma wrote of his deep consternation 
at the spread of Spinoza’s ideas among the public, since the publication of 
Philopater, and belief that a. Dutch version of Bayle’s essay was the best 
antidote available.'" It was suspected at the time that Bayle put such zeal 
into tarring Spinoza with the brush of ‘atheism’ in order to deflect 
accusations of atheism being directed by Pierre Jurieu and other Huguenot 
critics against himself. 

Bayle’s denunciation of the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus as a ‘livre 
pernicieux et détestable ou [Spinoza] fit glisser toutes les sémences de 
lAtheisme qui se voit 4 decouvert dans ses Opera Posthwma’,'"? marked the 
culmination of the attack on Spinoza in print. Bayle himself explained that 
his purpose was more to combat the ‘Spinozists’ of his own time than 
Spinoza himself,’”° and this was certainly also the intention of Halma and 
of Pieter Rabus, editor of the main Dutch-language review of books in the 
1690s, the Boekzaal van Europe, and a key figure of the early Dutch 
Enlightenment.'*’ Halma and Rabus orchestrated a secular anti-Spinoza 
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crusade, which lent added impetus to the efforts of the theologians and 
academics, and the effect of which on Dutch culture as a whole was to be 
clearly visible down to the late eighteenth century and even beyond. 


THE DEATH OF THE DEVIL 


One of Spinoza’s prime contributions to European thought was his denial 
of Satan and of devils in general. As it transpired, the foremost intellectual 
controversy of the early Dutch Enlightenment was fought precisely on the 
issue: of the Devil, and erupted in the early 1690s when the Spinoza 
controversy was at its height. . 

The Cartesian movement had created a broad intellectual milieu in the 
United Provinces capable of looking on Satan, demons, witchcraft, and also 
angels, with growing detachment and scepticism. One of the bones of 
contention between Voetians and their Cocceio-Cartesian opponents within 
the public Church had been that the latter tended to regard angels as a 
figurative adornment, mentioned in Scripture for poetic effect, which did 
not, in reality, exist." A further step towards undermining popular notions 
about the supernatural was taken by the Haarlem Anabaptist physician 
Anthonie van Dale (1638-1708), described by Jean Le Clerc as an ‘ennemi 
juré de toute sorte de superstition’ in his De Oraculis (1683), a work which 
argued that the oracles mentioned in Roman and Greek books had been 
based on the superstitious credulity of the people and that the priesthood 
had exploited the people’s belief in demons and magical powers for their 
own selfish ends. Dutch and French editions of Van Dale’s book appeared 
in 1687. In the 1690s, Rabus was to celebrate Van Dale in the Boekzaal.as 
one of the chief champions of the fight against popular superstition. 

The fight against superstition had begun, but in the 1690s most of society, 
including the preachers, was still saturated with belief in Satan, devils, 
angels, and often also witchcraft. Consequently, the most sustained and 
systematic attack on the Devil to be written and published in the United 
Provinces, Balthasar Bekker’s De Betoverde Weereld (1691), had a sensa- 
tional effect. It was one of the key books of the Early Enlightenment in 
Europe, and almost certainly the most controversial. 

Bekker held back from asserting categorically that Satan, demons, and 
angels do not exist. But no one previously had examined the whole question 
of the Devil so methodically or argued so cogently, mostly from Scripture 
itself, that the Devil, demons, and angels which invade men’s notions, fears, 
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and dreams are‘not real spirits but figments of the superstitious imagination. 
His central:proposition, expounded at immense length, was that all allusions 
to Satan, demons, and angels in Scripture turn out, on meticulous examin- 
ation, to be purely figurative, poetic allegories of sin and sinfulness, and the 
power of God.'?3 Neither Job, Paul, Christ, nor anyone else described in the 
Bible had really ever encountered the Devil. In arriving at these conclusions, 
Bekker stretched the capabilities of Cocceio-Cartesian allegorical exegesis to 
the limit, portraying Scripture as full of poetic licence and figurative speech 
tailored to the credulous notions of the ancient Hebrews. 

Bekker was steeped in Cartesian thought and Cocceian theology, and a 
declared foe of Cartesian radicals and Spinozists. Consequently, -he. was 
deeply shocked to find his book causing the greatest intellectual furore in 
the Republic for decades and under attack from mainstream Cocceians;. as 
well.as Voetians. He was accused of opening the floodgates to.the atheistic 
views of Hobbes, Spinoza, and Koerbagh, ideas he. himself viewed with 
abhorrence.'* Several critics also linked Bekker’s denial of the Devil: with 
the biblical libertinism of David Joris, whose Wonder-Boeck lived on in the 
thought-world of the Dutch Early Enlightenment as the epitome of pre- 
philosophical free-thinking and perversion of Scripture.'** 

Both Voetians and Cocceians rounded on Bekker. Yet there’ was a 
considerable difference in tone, and line of attack, between the two. Bekker 
had been a principal béte noire of the Voetians since his spirited defence of 
Cartesianism in Friesland, in the 1660s. They saw him also as.a convenient 
stick with which to assail Cocceio-Cartesianism in Dutch culture, as a 
whole. Voetians stressed both the Cocceian and Cartesian roots of Bekker’s 
denial of the Devil. Cocceians, by contrast, had regarded Bekker as one of 
their own, until the publication of his tract on the prophecy of Daniel, in 
1688.' In. this work, Bekker agreed that the prophecies of the Old 
Testament prefigure the coming of Christ, but rejected Cocceius’ view that 
Daniel prophesied the rise of the Christian Church. More generally, he 
concurred that much of the Old Testament was couched in terms adapted 
to the superstitious notions of the ancient Israelites, but, at the same time, 
charged Cocceius and his followers with overdoing their allegories.and not 
sticking sufficiently to the plain meaning of Scripture, maintaining that 
Daniel relates only to, the history of Israel.'*7 Hence, the Cocceians, notably 
Groenewegen and Johannes van der Waeyen—who published a 651-page 
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refutation of Bekker, at Franeker, in 1693—assailed him as a false Cocceian 
who had perverted Cocceius’ methods and exegesis.'** Both Voetians and 
Cocceians blamed Bekker for publishing in Dutch, thereby spreading the 
poison of Spinoza. and Koerbagh—Koerbagh was continually. mentioned 
alongside Spinoza in the attacks on Bekker—among the poor, uneducated, 
and semi-literate.'*® The fundamentalist Koelman accused Bekker of encour- 
aging every mediocre theology student to maintain that this, or that, passage 
of the States Bible had been incorrectly translated from the Hebrew or 
Greek.'*° 

There. was a double offensive against Bekker. But the two prongs of attack 
had both different motives and distinct aims. Voetians, through Bekker, 
strove to bracket Cocceio-Cartesianism with Spinoza and Koerbagh; Coc- 
ceians, by affixing Bekker to Spinoza and Koerbagh, hoped to excise him 
from their midst, leaving Cocceio-Cartesianism intact. Bekker, driven from 
Friesland years before, had, since 1679, been a Reformed preacher at 
Amsterdam. His new book turned virtually the whole Amsterdam consis- 
tory against him. But while the Voetians demanded strong measures, others, 
especially the lay members of the then forty-nine-member body, urged the 
North Holland Synod to settle the affair without formal condemnation of 
the book or expelling Bekker from the ministry. The moderates wanted 
Bekker to retract certain passages, and amend others, in subsequent editions 
and sign ‘clarifications’ which would enable him to remain as a Reformed 
preacher. Bekker, for his part, expressed readiness to provide clarifications 
‘in order to remove all suspicion of Spinozism’.'' 

But moderation lost the day. The Voetian consistories of Rotterdam and 
Utrecht initiated a wider campaign to suppress Bekker and his book, 
amplify the allegations of Spinozism, and damage Cartesianism and 
Cocceianism as much as possible. Rotterdam sent circulars to other consis- 
tories throughout the Republic deploring Amsterdam’s circumspection and 
maintaining that if Bekker was not condemned, and stripped of his ministry, 
respect for Scripture would decline and Spinozism spread further among the 
people. The militancy of the Rotterdam and Utrecht consistories was 
strongly backed by Middelburg, Kampen, Leeuwarden, and Groningen.'” 

The reaction within the public Church was overwhelmingly hostile. But, 
outside the Church and theology faculties, Bekker had many supporters and 
thus it happened that, in the eyes of a growing number of the ‘enlightened’ 
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public, Bekker became a heroic figure who assailed Satan and defied an 
army of obscurantists. Duijkerius, in: Philopater, admiringly calls him the 
‘Frisian Hercules’. Bayle had previously noted the tendency of Leiden 
students and ‘ceux qui se piquent d’esprit’ to rebel against the Voetianism 
of the regime and university authorities by favouring the lectures of 
Wittichius, which were full of ‘cartésianisme’ and ‘cocceianisme’;'*? at 
Leiden, many students and educated laymen reacted in the same way to the 
hue and cry against Bekker, rallying to his defence.'"* Bekker himself 
observed that, at Amsterdam, it was the sophisticated lay population who 
supported him whilst the Calvinist lower middle class, the traditional 
stronghold of Calvinist fundamentalism, backed the Voetian preachers.'*5 

That large sections of the public were interested in the Bekker controversy 
is abundantly evident. There were two editions of De Betoverde Weereld in 
1691, and all 5,000 copies of the Amsterdam edition, and 750 copies of the 
Frisian edition, quickly sold out.’ An assortment of prominent laymen and 
publicists sprang to Bekker’s defence. On the initiative of such men, among 
them Ericus Walten, Anthonie van Dale, and Pieter Rabus, several commem- 
orative medals were struck celebrating Bekker’s demolition of the Devil. Van 
Dale, denounced by Koelman as a libertine who speaks ‘atheistically and 
blasphemously’, had supplied Bekker with material. He now stood by him, 
linked his name with Bekker’s, and later brought out a follow-up book to his 
own attack on superstition, his De Origine et Progressu Idolatriae et Super- 
Stitionis (1696), a study of the origin and varieties of religious ‘superstition’ 
in which he accused the Churches, including the Reformed Church, of 
deliberately encouraging popular credulity. 

Bayle and the Huguenot publicists were unable to intervene in the Bekker 
controversy because it was mainly carried on in the Dutch language, of 
which they had remarkably little command. However, Rabus as editor of 
the only Dutch-language periodical gave Bekker valuable support. Rabus, 
under attack himself from the Voetian consistory in Rotterdam, had to 
tread carefully. His review of the Bekker controversy was a model of quiet 
circumspection. This did not, however, prevent the Rotterdam consistory 
reacting angrily to his pro-Bekker stance and petitioning the burgomasters 
for the suppression of the Boekzaal. For several years, Rabus and his allies 
had to battle for the survival of his journal.'®’ Finally, in March 1694, the 
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Rotterdam vroedschap decided: not to shut the Boekzaal down but ordered 
Rabus not to publish anything, in future, which had not previously been 
checked by the consistory’s visitadores. In effect, the Voetians muzzled the 
Republic’s only Dutch-language journal. : 

» Bekker’s most outspoken ally was the republican writer and eulogist of 
the Glorious Revolution, Ericus Walten. Though an Orangist, Walten was 
anything but an ally of ecclesiastical authority or Voetianism. Rather he was 
a passionate supporter of toleration and fierce critic of the influence of 
preachers in Dutch society. In 1691, he anonymously published a hard-hit- 
ting pamphlet, the Aardige Duyvelary, supporting Bekker and deriding his 
opponents.'* Bekker admitted that Walten ‘opened many eyes’ to the truth 
about the Devil and the reality of what was happening but also saw that 
Walten gave the entire controversy a dangerous new twist with his harsh 
comments about Reformed preachers and consistories. Walten subsequently 
gave the affair an even more dangerous twist by drawing attention to the 
political undertones of the controversy. 

During the early 1690s, the Voetians mounted a concerted campaign, in 
all the provinces of the Republic, to enlist William III, and the Orangists, 
for decisive action to end the disputes within the public Church. For the last 
time in the history of the Republic, the Calvinist orthodox endeavoured to 
draw the regime into proscribing their theological enemies, silencing them, 
and expelling them from the public Church.’ Bentinck, the Stadholder- 
king’s favourite, was widely held to favour a more energetically pro-Voetian 
stance than his master was inclined to. In 1692, as the Voetians exploited 
the Bekker affair, to step up the pressure on Cocceianism and Cartesianism, 
Walten impetuously published an open letter to Bentinck in which he held 
that, just as the Jacobites in Britain plotted to dethrone the Stadholder-king 
and bring back James II, Bekker’s. foes designed to suppress toleration and 
restore the dethroned Devil. Were the Prince to support the Devil-defenders, 
Walten. admonished, not only would Bekker be vanquished but his foes 
would overthrow all professors and preachers in the United Provinces of 
whom they disapproved. In the past the Stadholder had defended toleration; 
let him be its champion, urged Walten, also in the future. With this 
outburst, he made himself a marked man and lost the favour of those who 
could protect him. The Voetians stepped up their campaign against him. He 
was arrested by the Hof of Holland in March 1694, the same month in 
which the Boekzaal was placed under Voetian censorship. His papers were 
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seized; he was tried for blasphemy, maligning the public Church, -and 
spreading atheistic ideas about Scripture, one of the charges being that he 
had described the New Testament story. of Christ being tempted by the 
Devil as ‘bagatelles’.'* Ericus Walten, the most uncompromising champion 
of toleration, constitutional rule, and curbing ecclesiastical power, of the 
early Dutch Enlightenment, died in prison at The Hague, three years after 
his arrest, in 1697, a few steps from where Johan and Cornelis de Witt had 
been murdered by the mob a quarter of a century before. 

In Holland, the battle over Bekker and the Devil moved towards its 
climax. Rotterdam pushed hard for outright condemnation. But many 
consistories in Holland were split, or predominantly Cocceian. Delft and 
Dordrecht refused to support the moves to. mobilize the South Holland 
Synod to put pressure on the North Holland: Synod. The Delft consistory 
took the view that the matter should be left to the Amsterdam consistory to 
settle.'4’ Bekker accused his Voetian opponents, in Holland, of inciting 
hostile interventions from the classes of Leeuwarden, Groningen, .and 
Middelburg, in order to ‘vanquish those who follow the teaching of 
Descartes and Cocceius’ by coupling them with Hobbes and Spinoza, and 
also seeking to stir up an outcry in Reformed circles in Germany.'” 

Little by little, feeling in the North Holland Synod hardened against the 
moderation of the Amsterdam consistory. The classis Hoorn (at this time 
Voetian and fundamentalist, in contrast to Cocceian Enkhuizen) led the 
campaign for the humiliation of Bekker. At the gathering of the North 
Holland Synod, at Alkmaar in July 1692, the majority rejected Amsterdam’s 
stance and Bekker himself was driven to deny the Synod’s right to censor 
what he had published. He was duly condemned and declared unfit to be a 
preacher of the Reformed Church. The Synod requested the Amsterdam 
vroedschap to strip him of his pulpit. The Amsterdam burgomasters felt they 
had to comply; for if they were to insist on allowing Bekker to continue 
preaching, in defiance of the Synod, they would be at odds with the public 
Church and there were likely to be disturbances in the city. On the other 
hand, they had no wish to seem entirely subservient to the Synod either, and 
had to allow for the fact that much of the city, and vroedschap, sympathized 
with Bekker. Consequently, they suspended him, continuing his salary, 
without formally stripping him of his post, and refused to ban the book 
as the Synod asked. Utrecht and some other towns did locally ban the 
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De Betoverde Weereld.'*. But. Amsterdam and the States of Holland never 
did so. 


THE TWO DUTCH ENLIGHTENMENTS 


Fhe: furore over -Bekker’s De Betoverde Weereld was one of the most 
sustained and. far-reaching of Early Enlightenment Europe. The book 
created an unprecedented uproar. Approximately 170 books for and against 
Bekker, and for and against belief in the Devil, appeared within three years 
of its publication. Some of the replies, including those of Koelman and Van 
der Waeyen, were even longer than De Betoverde Weereld. Yet this enor- 
mous upheaval in ideas and attitudes caused scarcely a ripple in France or 
England. An-English translation. of the first part of Bekker’s book, entitled 
The World. Bewitched, appeared in 1695, but interest in Britain was slender 
and soon the book ‘seemed forgotten’.'“ The French version (1694) also 
seems to have made little impact. Even today, it is usual in Britain and 
France,:.when discussing the Early Enlightenment, to ignore the Dutch 
controversies completely. 

‘This is:symptomatic of a curious parting of ways which bifurcated much 
of the Early Enlightenment especially in the United Provinces. Bayle and 
the. other Huguenot writers and intellectuals in Holland who did so much 
to promote new modes of thinking in Europe found it difficult to come to 
grips with the late Cartesian and Cocceian-movements in the Republic. Part 
of the problem. was the avalanche of. material appearing in Dutch which 
placed it. largely beyond the reach of the Huguenot intelligentsia with their 
poor grasp of that language. Bayle found this somewhat frustrating,’ but 
also contributed more than anyone else to advancing the process whereby 
the Dutch controversies were: screened out from what Huguenot, other 
French and English intellectuals regarded as contemporary issues. .A striking 
feature of Bayle’s great work, his Dictionnaire historique et critique (which 
did more than any other to set the agenda as to what to read and discuss in 
Early Enlightenment Europe) is that the Dutch controversies and partici- 
pants to them are neither given entries nor mentioned. Apart from Spinoza 
and Wittichius, the rest—Cocceius, Heidanus, Réell, Vam. Limborch, 
Meijer, Koerbagh, Van Dale, Walten, and Bekker—were simply erased 
from the picture. It was a tendency reinforced by the rule imposed by the 
Walloon Synod in the United. Provinces that the French-speaking preachers 


4 Van de Water, Groot Placaat-Boeck . . . Utrecht, iii. 433. 
4 Trevor-Roper, European Witch-Craze, 102-3. 
‘5 Labrousse, Pierre Bayle, i. 169-70. 
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must refrain from entering into the Cocceian—Voetian disputes and. related 
matters. a 

Yet a major intellectual transformation took place in the Republic at th 
end of the seventeenth century, virtually unconnected with the Huguenots, 
the effects of which were not confined to the United Provinces. It was a 
change in the ideas of Dutch-speaking élites but also, to an extent, a change 
in popular ideas. As the Voetian preacher Jacobus Leidecker. pointed ‘out, 
in 1692, the fact that many ordinary church-going folk, and some Reformed 
preachers, no longer believed in angels or Satan could not simply be.blamed 
on Spinoza and Hobbes. It was Cartesianism and Cocceianism, the move- 
ments permeating every nook of the Dutch cultural world, and, above all, 
the work of Cocceius, Réell, and Bekker, which had done this." Further- 
more, the sea-change in the Republic, while exerting little direct impact on 
Britain and France, did have an appreciable effect:in central Europe where 
Dutch cultural influence had long been more marked than in England or 
France and was still pervasive in the early eighteenth: century. _Bekker’s 
Betoverde Weereld, almost contemptuously dismissed by Bayle,'*’’ was 
regarded in Germany as a major event. The first German translation 
appeared at Amsterdam in 1693 and a second at Hamburg, in 1695. In-the 
years 1694-5, a lively debate about Bekker and the Dutch controversies 
ensued in the influential Leipzig journal, the Acta Eruditorum, in part 
reporting the discussion published in Rabus’ Boekzaal, a review unknown 
in Britain and France but, again, much discussed in. Germany.’ Most 
German participants in the Bekker controversy reacted in the same way as 
the Dutch Voetians, insisting that Bekker was the heir of Hobbes and 
Spinoza and the champion of a new atheism. 

But in Germany, too, the Enlightenment was stirring and, although 
French and English influences were considerable, Dutch. intellectual in- 
fluence during the initial stages was probably greater than either. This is 
especially true of the impact of radical ideas during the 1690s and opening 
years of the new century. A leading German Lutheran divine observed in 
the preface of a new theological journal, in 1701, that twenty years before, 
the German public and clergy had been in blissful ignorance of the dangers 
to come. Then they had learnt with astonishment of the uproar in that 
‘excessively free’ country ‘Holland’ caused by a flood of pernicious ‘new 
books, next heard with horror of the ideas of a ‘certain Spinoza’, and those 
of Beverland, Da Costa, and Hobbes and finally, ‘in the last ten years’, seen 


'® Leydecker, Bekkers Philosophise Duyvel, 29-30, 134-5. 
47 Bayle, Lettres, i. 417, 431-2. 
'#® Zobeln, Declaratio Apologetica, 4~9, 38-9. 
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godless, ‘heartless’ texts pour into ‘all the bookshops of our Protestant 
Germany’.'*? Spilling over into Germany, the Bekker controversy not only 
lent added momentum to this Dutch invasion of German bookshops but 
noticeably increased the impact of the new notions on ordinary, unsophis- 
ticated folk. Several of Bekker’s German critics justified the added publicity 
they gave to his works on the grounds that his attempt to seduce pious folk 
into concluding that Satan and angels did not exist was already having a 
widespread and disturbing effect on German society. Friedrich Ernst Kett- 
ner’s De Duobus Impostoribus, Benedicto Spinosa et Balthasare Bekkero, 
Dissertatio (Leipzig, 1694) ranked Bekker with Spinoza as one of the two 
principal intellectual threats to German piety and peace of mind.'® Enoch 
Zobeln, in his Declaratio Apologetica (Leipzig, 1695), similarly held that 
Protestant Germany was being undermined by wicked outpourings from 
‘Holland’, coupling Bekker’s name with those of Spinoza, Hobbes, and 
(remarkably) David Joris.‘*' 

But by no means the whole German scholarly world took such a negative 
view, at any rate of Bekker. Christian Thomasius, leader of the intellectual 
campaign to discredit belief in witchcraft in Germany, cites Bekker cautious- 
ly but positively in his De Crimine Magiae (1701). Nor was. Bekker entirely 
forgotten in Germany during the later Enlightenment. Just as Lessing and 
other leading spirits of the Aufkldrung arrived at a more positive assessment 
of Spinoza so, in the late eighteenth century, there was some tentative 
recognition of the contribution of Bekker. Johann Moritz Schwager, .a 
Reformed preacher in the county of Ravensberg, published a sympathetic 
account of Bekker’s life in 1780, holding him up as a key figure of the Early 
Enlightenment in Germany and one of those who had done most to combat 
superstitious belief in the Devil and witchcraft. Schwager explained the fact 
that Bekker was no longer widely remembered as a consequence of the 
ungainly and: inaccurate renderings of his work into German.'” Schwager 
prepared a new translation which he published at Leipzig in 1781. 


'® Bell, Spinoza in Germany, 1. 

“' Kettner, Duobus Impostoribus, pp. A2, B, B2-4. 
'S' Zobeln, Declaratio Apologetica, 1-2, 6-8, 38-9. 
'® Schwager, Beytrag, 3-4, 131-3. 
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The Colonial Empire 
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THE TERRITORIES 


I the years around 1640 it appeared that the Dutch were well on the way 
to consolidating a vast and profitable colonial empire in the western as 
well as another in the eastern hemisphere. Netherlands Brazil, or “New 
Holland’ as it was named, stretching from the Amazon estuary to Fort 
Maurits, at the mouth of the Sdo Francisco river (about half-way between 
Recife and Bahia), seemed both secure and flourishing under WIC rule, 
especially during the largely successful term (1637-44) of the Company’s 
first (and last) governor-general of New Holland, Count Johan Maurits van 
Nassau-Siegen, the same who was subsequently a senior commander of the 
Dutch army and the Elector of Brandenburg’s Stadholder of Cleves-Mark. 
With possession of northern Brazil, the Dutch totally. dominated: the 
European sugar market. The WIC also seemed set to dominate the 'trans- 
atlantic slave trade and was by far the strongest European. power in Africa. 
After conquering Elmina from the Portuguese in 1637, Chama and Boutry 
in 1640, and Axim m 1642, the Dutch were in full control along the:Guinea 
coast and, in May 1641, an expedition of 3,000 men, sent from Brazil under 
the WIC’s one-legged commander Pieter Cornelisz:' Jol (d: 1641), also 
conquered Angola from the Portuguese. Meanwhile, to the north of. Brazil, 
the Dutch retained their small settlements of Essequebo, Demerary, and 
Berbice in the Guyanas and, following their capture of Curacao (1634), had 
acquired several other small Caribbean islands, so that by 1648 all six of the 
modern Dutch Antilles—the three ‘Curacao’ islands—Curacao, Aruba, and 
Bonaire—and the more northerly ‘Leeward’ group—St Eustatius, Saba, and 
half of St Martin—were under the Dutch flag. Finally, there was ‘New 
Netherland’ (Nova Belgica), from where the WIC controlled the North 
American fur trade from its two bases at Manhattan (New Amsterdam) and 
Fort Orange, which is today Albany. 

But this imposing empire on both sides of the South Atlantic collapsed 
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even more suddenly than it:had arisen. In 1645, the Catholic Portuguese 
planters of northern Brazil rebelled against Company rule, as well as against 
Dutch Protestants generally and Portuguese Jews, both of which groups 
they resented for economic and religious as well as political reasons, 
commencing a war which rapidly swept across the cultivated regions of New 
Holland, devastating the sugar plantations. By the end of 1645, the WIC 
had effectively lost control of most of northern Brazil, the Dutch and Jews 
being blockaded in Recife and a few other fortified strongholds. Though it 
was widely hoped in the United Provinces that the end of the war with 
Spain, in 1648, would enable the States General to send sufficient forces to 
Brazil to rescue the WIC and suppress the revolt, the forces sent, though 
substantial, were unable to accomplish the task. After the arrival of the 
Generality expedition under Witte de With, in March 1648, the Dutch army 
in Brazil totalled over 6,000 men. But in their attempt to drive the 
Portuguese back from the environs of Recife, the army, under its German 
commander Sigismund von Schoppe, was defeated by a smaller Portuguese 
force at the first battle of Guararapes (April 1648) while, shortly after, a 
Portuguese expedition sent from southern Brazil forced the surrender of the 
Dutch garrison in Angola. The second attempt to end the blockade of 
Recife, the second battle of Guararapes (February 1649), resulted in an even 
more demoralizing defeat than the first and one which effectively sealed the 
fate of Netherlands Brazil. For it was now hard to see how Company rule 
and stability could be restored in the region. These three great colonial 
defeats of 1648-9 of course had a sensational effect m the Republic, 
materially affecting the developing political crisis there, enabling William II 
and the States of Zeeland, Utrecht, and Groningen, the three provinces 
chiefly supporting still more vigorous Generality intervention in Brazil, to 
pin much of the blame for the Republic’s humiliation on the leaders of the 
States of Holland. Between 1645 and the final demise of Dutch Brazil, with 
the capitulation of Recife in 1654, the Company’s shares lost almost all their 
value and the public’s confidence in its enterprises all but vanished. 

Yet, however bleak the outlook in those years, and despite the loss of all 
prospect of a large Dutch empire in the western hemisphere, the WIC 
nevertheless succeeded in the 1650s and 1660s in building a flourishing 
transatlantic empire of trade in collaboration with private merchants in the 
Republic (see p. 944 below). The WIC abandoned for good ‘its grandiose 
aspirations and former methods and style. In contrast to the VOC, it ceased 
to be a significant military or naval power. But its small Caribbean islands 
and Guyana colonies, and its West African fortresses, developed into a 
network of trading posts and depots which enabled the Dutch to.remain as 


936 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


one of the principal European Atlantic trading powers.’ Especially import- 
ant, from the late 1640s, was the Dutch carrying traffic in the Caribbean, 
and soon also between the Caribbean and the Spanish American mainland, 
both of which were based especially on Curacao, and the Dutch transatlan- 
tic slave trade, via Curacao, to the Spanish American colonies. The latter 
developed in conjunction with the asiento, a fixed-term supervised slaving 
monopoly, maintained by the Spanish Crown.? The WIC: continued to 
reserve to itself the Dutch slave traffic,.and also the Guinea gold trade and 
all navigation to its West African forts. 

Meanwhile, in the East Indies, the VOC achieved impressive gains in the 
1630s and early 1640s, capturing three of the six chief Portuguese strong- 
holds in Ceylon in the years 1638-41, in alliance with the king of Kandy, 
ruler of the Sinhalese interior, and, in 1641, after a long and costly siege, 
the great Portuguese base of Malacca, commanding the straits between the 
Indian Ocean and the China Sea. Thus, by the 1640s, the Dutch were solidly 
entrenched in the Indian subcontinent and Malay peninsula as. well as in 
Indonesia (and until 1662 Taiwan). In the 1650s, the Company. continued 
to concentrate its main military effort in fighting the Portuguese in Ceylon. 
After the epic siege of Colombo (1655-6), the VOC controlled the whole of 
the cinnamon-producing zone of the island. During the war of 1657-61 
between the United Provinces and Portugal (chiefly over Brazil) and its 
epilogue of fighting in south India, the Dutch not only completed their 
conquest of coastal Ceylon but conquered and annexed the whole of the 
string of Portuguese fortified bases—Negapatnam, Tuticorin, Cannanore, 
Cranganore, and Cochin—around the tip of India (see Map 14). From 
around 1660 until the 1720s, the Dutch were to remain the leading 
European power in India. 

Consequently, despite the loss of Netherlands Brazil in 1654, Taiwan in 
1662, and New Netherland in 1664, the Dutch colonial empire was at its 
height during the second half of the seventeenth century and first quarter of 
the eighteenth. During this period Dutch commerce and shipping expanded 
in both the eastern and western hemispheres and the contribution of 
colonial enterprise to the functioning of the Dutch trading system, as a 
whole, steadily increased. In the Indonesian archipelago, the VOC consid- 
erably extended its sway, in particular with the conquest of Macassar in 
1667 by a force under Cornelis Speelman (1628-84), rival of Rijcklof van 
Goens (1619-82), who had led the Dutch victories in south India, and the 
annexation of Bantam in 1682. Meanwhile, in the west, the Dutch expanded 


' Israel, Dutch Primacy, 236-44. 
* Emmer, ‘West India Company’, 83-6; Postma, Dutch Atlantic Slave Trade, 27-45. 
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their hitherto slender territory in the Guyanas in 1667 with the conquest (by 
a force sent by the States of Zeeland) of Surinam and its subsequent: 
development into one of the most flourishing sugar plantation colonies of 
the western hemisphere. At the time, Surinam was viewed as‘ more than 
ample compensation for the loss of New Netherland. 

The VOC’s colony at the southern tip of Africa, the Cape colony, or 
‘Tavern of the two seas’, was established in 1652, at the outset of the First. 
Anglo-Dutch War, to secure what was regarded as a crucial station on the 
route between the Republic and the East Indies. The colony’s function was 
primarily strategic and logistical, supplying outward-bound, and returning, 
VOC fleets with water and provisions. Since there was no local supply of 
black labour suitable for the Company’s purposes, white farmers were 
encouraged to settle and the Cape became the only Dutch colony apart from 
New Netherland where white colonists laboured with their own hands. Tiny 
at first, the colony slowly expanded. Especially during the governorship of 
Simon van der Stel (1679-99), farms, orchards, and vineyards spread 
beyond the Cape peninsula itself and a small, but steady, stream of 
immigration was achieved. 

The demand for provisions was substantial and constantly increased. On 
average some 33 Dutch ships docked at Cape Town: per year between 1652 
and 1700 and 69 between 1715 and 1740. Farming in and around Stellen- 
bosch began in 1680 and there were already about 100 families settled there: 
by 1685. As the settled area spread, the Dutch Reformed Church in South. 
Africa divided the colony into three congregations each with its own 
consistory, school, and welfare organization—those of Cape Town (1666), 
Stellenbosch (1685), and Drakenstein (1691). By the 1690s Dutch South. 
Africa was sufficiently productive to begin exporting wheat regularly to 
Batavia for use by the Dutch population and garrison there. To handle the 
most burdensome agricultural work, slave labour, imported from West 
Africa, was introduced into the colony in the 1690s, in some quantity. 
Whereas there were only fifty-three black slaves in the colony in 1672, by 
1711, the white burgher population of 1,756 owned no fewer than 1,781. 
black slaves.’ To further develop the colony, the VOC, also in the late 1680s, 
made some effort to attract Huguenot refugees. Several hundred Huguenots. 
settled at the Cape. But the VOC, in contrast to the provincial and town. 
governments in the Republic itself,.made no effort to set up a separate. 
French-language church, school, and welfare system, preferring to integrate 
the Huguenots with the existing Dutch and German Population. French 
culture, consequently, rapidly disappeared, 


3 Katzen, ‘White Settlers’, 201. 
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In Asia, Dutch power attained its.zenith in the 1680s with the occupation 
of the sultanate of Bantam and assertion .of Dutch power: in Sumatra. In 
1688, the VOC possessed over twenty fortresses in Asia of over 100 men, its 
principal bases being at Batavia and north-west Java, Amboina, Macassar, 
the Banda Islands, Malacca, Ceylon, and the southern tip of India (see 
Table 41). In South Africa, the VOC maintained a garrison of about 200. 


TABLE 41. The VOC's employees in the.ten principal Dutch possessions in Asia, 


1688 x a 
Territory Troops Seamen Administration. Approx. 
and artisans andtrade. ... totals 
Java 
Batavia’ 1,900 600° 200 2,700 
Bantam 340 1S" 10 425 
Japara ’ 660 170 15 845 
The rest of Indonesia 
Amboina 600 150 50 800 
Banda Islands: goo. 150. 30> 680. 
Macassar 350 100 20 470 
Sumatra, 235,..  .2@0 -35 470 
Ternate-Tidore 290 100 25 415 
South. India 
Negapatnam and 
the Coromandel 
coast 500 70 100 670 
Cochin and the ’ 
Malabar coast 420 150 50 620 
Ceylon 
Colombo . 
Negombo 
Jaffna 1,700 600 150 2,450 ; 
Galle 
Batticaloa 


Sources: Van Dam, Beschryvinge, ii, part 1, 320-1; Gaastra, Gesch. van de VOC, 85. 


‘In addition, the Company had a string of trade factories without forts in 
north India and Siam as well as the only European factory in Japan. 
Altogether, the VOC had some 11,500 employees in Asia, of whom 
one-third were based on the island of Java and a slightly higher proportion, 
just over one-third, in India and Ceylon. 
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The turning-point, marking the beginning of. Dutch decline in Asian 
trade, can be dated, as in West Africa (and with the Dutch overseas trading 
system as.a whole), from the Nine Years’ War (1688-97). The erosion of the 
VOC’s sway began with the late seventeenth-century shift in the pattern of 
demand for Asian products in Europe; stimulating imports of commodities 
such as cottons, muslin, raw silk, tea, and coffee from regions where the 
Dutch possessed no garrisons. In the changed situation, particularly in the 
case of the China tea trade, the Dutch showed noticeably less dynamism 
than the English and French in opening up new strands of commerce. The 
receding of Dutch primacy was already clearly noticeable in the 1690s, and 
in southern India from around 1700.4 Although the Dutch captured the 
French base of Pondicherry in 1693, holding it until 1699, they had little 
prospect, in the longer run, of checking either French or English expansion 
while the withdrawal of the main Dutch force on the Coromandel coast, 
from Pulicat to the base of Negapatnam, further south, virtually meant 
abandoning Dutch influence on the central and northern stretches of the 
Coromandel coast.5 

By contrast, for Surinam, Dutch western Guyana (Essequebo, Demerara, 
Berbice, and Pomeroon), and the six Caribbean islands, especially Curagao 
and St Eustatius, the first two-thirds of the eighteenth century were a golden 
age, at any rate for the white colonists and planters. For Surinam and 
western Guyana, prosperity was built on sugar, coffee, and black slaves, in 
Curagao and St Eustatius on seaborne trade with the rest of the Caribbean 
area and with New York, Philadelphia, and Boston, in North America. The 
number of plantations in Surinam grew from around fifty in 1680 to over 
600 by 1800, though sugar exports reached their peak in the 1750s. Coffee 
output rose dramatically during the first half of the eighteenth century but 
tended to stagnate thereafter. Colonization also proceeded in western 
Guyana, though it remained a less important and prosperous territory than 
Surinam down to its definitive acquisition by Britain in 1815. A report of 
1782 gives the number of plantations in Dutch western Guyana as 387 with 
a total of 34,000 slaves. 


COMMERCE, SHIPPING, AND SEAMEN IN THE INDIES 


In 1657, the VOC had no fewer than 160 ships in Asian waters.® Trade and 
ships were the heart of the Dutch colonial empire, the principal motive and 


* Israel, Anglo-Dutch Moment, 420-7. 
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impulse behind its rise and development. But the flourishing mercantile 
systems which the Dutch created in Asia, Africa, and the New World were 
always. based on possession of colonies and on fleets and routes rigidly 
regulated by the Republic, and its two great colonial companies, within 
an unrelenting imperial. framework. The Dutch mercantile system in non- 
European waters was literally an empire of trade. 

During Phase Three (1621-47) of Dutch world trade primacy, the Dutch 
emerged as by far the strongest European power in Asia but, owing to the 
Spanish embargoes, with a sharply reduced supply of silver bullion reaching 
the Republic from Spain and the Spanish Indies, a situation which created 
serious difficulty for the VOC’s financing of its purchases of pepper, spices, 
and raw silk for the European market. For Asians wanted few goods from 
Europe, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and all Europeans in 
Asia were in the position of having to purchase with cash. To sustain its 
expansion, on a reduced flow of Spanish silver, the main source of bullion 
in Europe, the Company moved in a direction which no other European 
nation did on a comparable scale in early modern times, forging a vigorous 
inter-Asian trade, in order to amass the additional buying power required.’ 
Thus, in contrast to the English East India Company which always 
concentrated. on its direct traffic between England and Asia, the VOC 
developed a network of inter-Asian trade routes, becoming an Asian trader 
on a large scale. 

‘During the second quarter of the seventeenth century, the most important 
elements in this Dutch inter-Asian trade were the shipping of south Indian 
cotton textiles to Indonesia, Chinese raw silk from Taiwan to Japan, in 
exchange for Japanese silver and copper, at the VOC factory at Nagasaki, 
and Indonesian spices to India and Persia to help pay for Indian textiles and 
Persian raw silk, the latter mainly for the European market. After 1660, 
Dutch trade with China, via Taiwan, and with Japan declined, as did the 
inter-Asian trade based at Malacca. Despite this, the VOC’s expansion in 
Asia continued, fuelled, from 1647, by the revived flow of Spanish silver to 
the United Provinces. Thus, the relative importance of the Dutch inter- 
Asian seaborne traffic also diminished. From 56 ships, in 1641, the number 
of VOC vessels engaged in inter-Asian trade increased to a peak of 107, 
around 1670; after which it gradually decreased.* But the loss of traffic in 
the China Sea was partially compensated for, after the VOC’s conquest of 
Ceylon and the southern tip of India, by the new inter-Asian trade between 
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these areas and northern India, especially Bengal, which, from the 1650s 
onwards, became the main source of the raw silk which the VOC exported, 
in ever increasing quantity, to the Republic. Consequently, though the 
number of Dutch ships involved in inter-Asian trade fell off, it remained 
impressive until well into the eighteenth century, falling to 66 in 1700, §2 in 
1725, 43 in 17§0, and 30 in 1775.? 

While the Dutch inter-Asian traffic flourished, most of the VOC’s ships 
were employed in sailing between one part of Asia-and another. This was 
still the case in the 1680s ‘but, by 1700, the balance had shifted, as the 
inter-Asian traffic shrank and the direct commerce. between the Republic 
and Batavia expanded. By 1725, less than a third of the VOC’s shipping was 
primarily used for the inter-Asian traffic. Most of the VOC’s ships were 
large, well-armed, heavily manned ships, though some smaller vessels were 
used within the Indonesian archipelago. Consequently, ‘the: number of 
seamen the VOC required to man both its direct and inter-Asian traffic was, 
by early modern standards, vast, far larger than could be supplied. from: the 
overstretched stock of native-born Dutch seamen. Small numbers.of: Asian 
seamen were employed by the VOC in the eighteenth century but for the 
most part, for seamen almost as much as for soldiers, the Company relied 
on recruiting Protestant Germans, Scandinavians, and other non-Dutch 
Europeans. 

In 1688, the VOC had some 12,000 employees in its fortresses and'trading 
posts in Asia but besides these, another 6,000 on.its outward- and. home- 
ward-bound fleets, together with another 4,000 manning the 80-odd ships 
engaged in inter-Asian trade, making a grand total of almost 22,000.’? Of 
these, more than one-third, almost 8,500, were seamen.(see Table 42). By 
1750, while the numbers of seamen employed on Dutch merchant shipping, 
and the fisheries, in European waters had fallen appreciably since the 1680s, 
the number of seamen employed by the VOC had increased, sirice 1688, by 
a third. As a proportion of all seamen: employed.on Dutch merchant 
shipping, the number working for the VOC rose from.a modest 6 per cent 
of the total, in 1610, to 17 per cent by 1680, and no less than a quarter of 
the total by 1770.” 

The volume of VOC shipping sailing to Asia doubled from 117 per decade 
in the 1620s to 235 per decade in the 1690s; subsequently the volume 
increased further until the 1720s, after which it gradually declined, though 
with a sharp fall in the 1740s. Similarly, the volume of shipping returning 
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from«.Asia. to: the United- Provinces—they were not. allowed to call in 
anywhere else in Europe—doubled from 70 per decade in the 1620s to. 140 
per decade in.the 1680s, increased further down to.the 1720s, and then fell 
off, especially in the 1740s." But while the VOC’s fleets declined after 1730 
in terms of size (and still more so in terms of profitability, though this trend 
had begun earlier), it is striking that the proportion of foreigners amongst 
the: Company’s seamen continued to grow, comprising around half by 
1770.3 The great majority of these were Lutheran Germans and Scandina- 
vians.°: 


TABLE 42. Seamen employed by the VOC, 1688-1780 


Year InAsian_ Inter-Asian ‘Outward- Homeward- Total 
bases trade bound fleet. bound fleet 

1688 ‘1,400 — 3,500 2,490 1,050 8,440 

1700 —-1,400 3,500 2,790 1,230 8,920 

1753 3,500 2,500 4,860 1,860 12,720 

1780 = 2,900 1,000 4,320 1,530 9,750 


Sources: Gaastra, ‘VOC in Azié tot 1680’, 200-1; Bruijn and Lucassen, Op de schepen, 
135-7; Gaastra, Gesch. van de VOC, 82. , 


‘In :Asian waters the VOC restricted all Dutch navigation to its own 
shipping. In-a ‘report on the Company’s position, in 1662, Pieter van Dam, 
secretary of the Amsterdam Chamber of the VOC, and later author of the 
most comprehensive account of the VOC written in early modern times, 
proposed allowing private Dutch entrepreneurs and colonists to use their 
own vessels in the coast-to-coast trade within Asia.’4 But the directors chose 
not to move in this direction. By contrast, the WIC, after the loss of Dutch 
Brazil, in 1654, confined navigation to its own ships only with respect to 
West Africa, where it strove to maintain an absolute monopoly, and in the 
closely connected Dutch transatlantic slave trade. Private ships - were 
allowed, were indeed vital, not only within the Caribbean to carry Curagao’s 
extensive inter-island traffic-and commerce with the Spanish American 
mainland but also in the long-distance traffic between the Republic and the 
Caribbean. 

In the seventeenth century, and at the beginning of the eighteenth, the 
Dutch slave trade was largely a WIC monopoly, although there was always 
some interloping, especially by Zeelanders, who (unable to put.in at any of 
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the Dutch Caribbean colonies, with their: slaves), often used the Danish 
island of St Thomas as a depot. The Dutch slave trade during the period of 
the WIC monopoly, in contrast to that of the English and French, was 
chiefly orientated towards the Spanish American market, especially Carta- 
gena, Venezuela, and Panama. During the. last quarter of the seventeenth 
century, the WIC dispatched three to four slave ships per year to the 
Caribbean, from West Africa, without counting its shipments to the Dutch 
colonies:in the Guyanas.'’ Since all the WIC’s activities: were shared among 
the five chambers, according to a rota system on a basis of ninths, with the 
Amsterdam chamber responsible for four-ninths of activity, Zeeland two- 
ninths, and the other three chambers—the Maas, North Quarter, and 
Groningen—one-ninth each (a pattern reflecting the apportioning of seats 
on the WIC’s federal governing board), the WIC’s slaving voyages, from the 
Republic to West Africa, and on to the Caribbean, were planned in series 
of nine, according to a fixed order, with Amsterdam organizing four, 
Zeeland two, and the rest one each, Amsterdam’s ships taking the first, 
third, fifth, and ninth slots and Groningen the eighth. 

Besides the WIC’s slaving ships, and other vessels voyaging to the Guinea 
coast, the Company, as well as private firms, regularly sent large vessels to 
the Guyanas and Caribbean, especially Curacao, laden with textiles, brandy, 
and other European goods. Most of this merchandise was intended not for 
the Dutch colonies but for stockpiling in the warehouses of Willemstad— 
which had one of the best-protected large harbours close to the Spanish 
American mainland—for distribution all over the Caribbean area and 
especially to Venezuela, New Granada (Colombia), Puerto Rico, Santo 
Domingo, St Thomas, and the English colonies, including those in.North 
America. Although, under English laws, such traffic was illegal, numerous 
ships sailed to Curacao from New York, Boston, and. Philadelphia laden 
with flour, pickled pork, and other provisions (which were in short supply 
in the Curacao islands), carrying back Dutch spices and manufactures to 
English North .America.'® Thus, one of the main cogs in the wheel of the 
commercial empire of the west was the fleet of barques and sloops, many of 
them Jewish-owned, based at Curagao, which distributed cargoes all over 
the Caribbean area, returning to Willemstad with their cargoes of Venezue- 
lan cacao, dyewood, sugar, indigo, and silver. At its height, in the 1680s and 
1690s, the Curacao-based fleet consisted of some 80 barques, manned by 15 
to 80 men each." 
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The kleine: vaart (local trade) in the Caribbean was carried on using 
privately owned craft manned by seamen based in Curacao. The grote vaart, 
the transatlantic traffic, consisted of a. mixture of WIC ships and large 
private vessels paying fees and taxes to the Company. Also in contrast to 
the VOC, WIC ships mainly carried goods not for the Company but. on 
behalf of private merchants who booked space for their goods, through 
brokers. From 1707 onwards, the traffic between Amsterdam and Curacao 
was partly organized in convoys provided with naval escorts. At Curacao, 
at the end of the seventeenth century and beginning of the eighteenth, the 
chief factors were Protestants, often Germans, but the majority of the 
middling: and lesser merchants at Willemstad were Sephardic Jews, usually 
closely related to families in both Amsterdam and Surinam. 

During the eighteenth century St Eustatius also attained great importance 
as a general entrepdét, both for the Caribbean area and North America. 
From around 1720 onwards, large numbers of ships came there to unload 
colonial produce for the European market and load with merchandise 
shipped out from the United Provinces: But, in contrast to Curacao, which 
chiefly used its own fleet, St Eustatius was basically a convenient rendez- 
yous, most of the shipping which docked there being French, English, 
Spanish, :American, or Dutch, rather than local to the Dutch Leeward 
Islands. In the year 1773, for.example, 146 ships docked at St Eustatius, 
one-third of them from the French colonies of Martinique and Guadeloupe 
and a substantial proportion American ships from New England and the 
Middle Colonies."* During the great eighteenth-century wars between 
France and Britain, St Eustatius was one of the principal loopholes through 
which French colonial produce continued to reach the European market. 

Another main strand of Dutch transatlantic commerce was the traffic 
between the Republic and Surinam (and western Guyana), lands of sugar 
and—after 1700—coffee plantations. These exported their sugar and coffee 
exclusively to Holland and Zeeland, importing European goods solely from 
the Republic and, until the WIC’s legal monopoly of the Dutch slave trade 
ended, in 1730, officially obtained slaves only through the WIC. With the 
steady expansion in sugar and coffee production, the number of vessels 
sailing from these colonies to Amsterdam rose to over 20 per year, after 
1720, and over 40 per year, whilst these colonies were at their height, 
between 1740 and the 1780s, making the Amsterdam-Surinam route one of 
the most important in eighteenth-century Dutch long-distance navigation." 

Under pressure from private merchants, the States of Holland and 
Zeeland, and States General, were won round, by 1730, to the opening up 


'8 Goslinga, Dutch in the Caribbean, 199. '9 Oldewelt, ‘Scheepvaartsstatistiek’, 131. 


946 The Later Golden Age, 1647-1702 


of the slave trade, expecting by this means to increase the flow of slaves to 
the Dutch colonies, reduce prices for slaves, and render the. Dutch planta: 
tions more competitive in relation to. French and English plantations.% 
Henceforth, Dutch merchants—it was especially the Zeelanders who:spe- 
cialized in this traffic—were obliged only to pay for’a. WIC pass to buy 
slaves in West Africa. This resulted in a marked increase in the flow of slaves 
to Surinam and western Guyana, Curacao, though, never: regained its 
former prominence as a slaving depot, ‘after the transfer of the slave asiento 
for Spanish America to Britain under the terms. of the treaty of Utrecht 
(1713). During the peak decades, from: 1750'to 1780, slaving ships. reached 
Surinam at rate of a dozen per year, bringing yearly seme three to four 
thousand slaves.”' 


POWER, POLITICS, ‘AND PATRONAGE 


Throughout the Dutch empire in Asia and South Africa, the VOC was the 
only, and supreme, authority, under the sovereign supervision of the States 
General. The VOC was governed by a federal board of directors, the 
so-called Heren XVII, in the Republic, constituted of representatives of the 
Company’s four constituent chambers (see pp..321-2 above). Furthermore, 
while all the chambers were located in Holland or Zeeland, it was always 
the policy of the Heren XVII, and States General, that the Company 
constituted, and federated, the commerce and diplomacy of the whole of the 
United Provinces in Asia; and that, as a military power, maintaining armies, 
fleets, and garrisons, it was an extension of the Generality. Thus all the 
governors, military commanders, naval commanders, and diplomats of the 
VOC in Asia and South Africa acted always in a-double capacity, and under 
a double oath of allegiance, to the Generality of the United Provinces as 
well as to the VOC. When in 1619 Jan Pietersz. Coen, governor-general of 
the Dutch East Indies (1619-23 and 1627-9), established the Company’s 
permanent headquarters at his new fortified harbour, at Jakarta, his own 
choice of name for the new city, ‘New Hoorn’, after his own native town, 
was overruled by the Heren XVII, who chose ‘Batavia’ precisely because of 
its general north Netherlands connotations. The Company’s principal base 
in India, in the early decades, at Pulicat, on the Coromandel coast, was 
called ‘Fort Geldria’. In order to represent investors from provinces other 
than Holland and Zeeland, the rule was followed from 1613 onwards that 
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Utrecht, Friesland, and Gelderland each held one of the twenty seats on the 
directorate of the Amsterdam Chamber, while from 1647, Groningen had a 
permanent director in the Zeeland chamber, and Overijssel was represented 
in the Delft sub-chamber. There were also rules whereby specific towns in 
Holland and Zeeland, where there was no chamber, had permanent repre- 
sentatives in the chambers. Thus, from 1648 Haarlem and Leiden each had 
a permanent seat in the Amsterdam chamber while the twelve directors of 
the Zeeland chamber from within the province were assigned nine to 
Middelburg, two to Flushing, and one to Veere.” 

After the early years, it became usual at Amsterdam, and still more so in 
the smaller chambers, for the directors to be regents.*? This meant there was 
always a close link between regent politics and interests, in Holland and 
Zeeland; and the running of the empire in Asia, and that civic patricians, 
mainly concerned with local government and administration, rather than 
active merchants, were in charge. It also meant, after the early decades, that 
directors obtained their posts through influence in civic government rather 
than experience in commerce or administration. Among the most powerful 
figures in the running of the VOC in the late seventeenth century were such 
leading Amsterdam regents as Coenraad van Beuningen, Joan Huydecoper, 
and Joanes Hudde. From the outset, the VOC thus reflected the dispersal 
of power typical of the Dutch confederate state as a whole. Down to 1795, 
the Dutch colonial empire was never run either by bureaucrats, at The 
Hague, or by the city of Amsterdam, crucial though Amsterdam’s influence 
invariably was. 

Since the Republic itself, and the chambers of the VOC in Holland and 
Zeeland, eschewed the principle of monarchy, in matters of government, 
administration, and patronage, in favour of dispersal of power, and deci- 
sion-making by consultation, it was natural that neither the VOC, nor the 
WIC, should wish their governors-general and local governors, in the Indies, 
to resemble the powerful viceroys and governors of the Spanish and 
Portuguese empires. Both Companies insisted on the exercise of power, and 
making of decisions, in the Indies, by consultative procedure, the governors- 
general at Batavia and lesser governors being required to act only jointly 
with their ‘political councils’. 

At the apex of government in the East Indies stood, jointly, the governor- 
general and raad (council) of the Indies, at Batavia. In contrast to a Spanish 
or Portuguese viceroy, or governor, the VOC’s governor-general was 
regarded as merely the ‘first person’ of the raad and was not allowed to 
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make decisions, or reports to the Heren XVII, on his own. Official 
communications and edicts had to be in the name of the governor-general 
and raad.*% The next most senior member of the raad, the director-general, 
supervised the Company’s commerce throughout Asia. The rest of the raad 
comprised a visitor-general, in charge of accounts, the president.of Batavia’s 
raad van justitie, or council administering justice, and the heads of the 
Company’s military and naval forces. 

This system of consultative government was then duplicated at regional 
level throughout the empire. When in 1651, the raad at Batavia learned that 
the then governor of Dutch Ceylon was taking decisions without the 
approval of the raad of Ceylon, he was told that ‘in future you will not 
undertake or decide any matters of importance, except with previous 
consent and common decision of the council—as happens here and every- 
where where good order is maintained’. All communications of any 
importance from the main Dutch bases in Asia had to be sent to the 
governor-general and raad of the Indies, at Batavia, and signed both by the 
local governor and his ‘political council’. In South Africa, too, the colonial 
government consisted of a raad sitting together with the governor. The same 
council, minus the governor, also functioned as the ‘council of justice’. 
From 1685 onwards, first two, and later three, burgher representatives sat 
on the latter regularly, but were only occasionally permitted to represent the 
settlers on the presiding ‘political council’.* 

Who were the governors-general and governors? In the Spanish, Por- 
tuguese, British, and French colonial empires of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, viceroys and governors were invariably noblemen and 
represented their monarch. But this was not the case with the Dutch empire, 
where the governors, as a rule, were not nobles. Control over the Companies 
in the Republic lay in the hands of regents together with a few non-regent 
élite merchants. Inevitably, the directors at home exercised their influence 
on behalf of friends and relatives, procuring posts, especially in the 
Companies’ commercial organization in the Indies (where corruption was 
widespread), to an extent on the basis of favour rather than ability. A few 
officials were appointed to senior posts at Batavia without having had 
previous experience in the Indies.” Nevertheless, especially before the 
Orangist revolution of 1747, because the Heren XVII, and regional cham- 
bers, had their eye in the first place on profit, and profits required 
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competence, they preferred men of experience and proven ability in the 
senior administration and military affairs of the empire. Consequently, the 
governors-general,:and governors, tended to come from relatively modest, 
and in a few cases quite humble, backgrounds, provided they were sufficiently 
formidable: men. The longest-serving governor-general the lawyer Joan 
Maetsuyker. (1653~—78), came from an undistinguished Catholic family and 
when first proposed for a senior legal post at Batavia, in 1636, was objected 
to by one of the Heren XVII as only nominally a member of the Reformed 
Church.* Owing to exceptional ability he rose rapidly through the Com- 
pany’s legal and diplomatic administration to become governor of Ceylon 
(1646~50) and then director-general of commerce at Batavia (1650-3). 
Rijklof van Goens, commander of the Dutch forces in Ceylon and India in 
1657-63, and again: in 1672-5, conqueror of the Malabar coast, governor of 
Ceylon (1653-72), and, finally, governor-general at Batavia (1678-81), was 
the son of a junior Frisian army officer, born at Rees, in the duchy of Cleves; 
orphaned, at Batavia, when I0 years old, he worked his way up.from clerk 
to senior buyer, in the 1640s, becoming VOC commissioner in Siam, in 
1650.” A third famous governor-general, Cornelis Speelman (1681-4), came 
from a.Rotterdam burgher family and sailed to the East Indies, at the age 
of 18, to spend the rest of his life there. He started as a junior official, 
obtaining the post through the Rotterdam chamber; but he rose through his 
ability, becoming governor of the Coromandel forts (1663-5) and comman- 
der: of the expedition that conquered Macassar:in the years 1667-9. 
Governor-general Joannes Camphuys (1684-91), a devout Calvinist, had 
arrived in Asia in 1659 and held posts in various places, including Japan, 
before becoming a member of the raad at Batavia, in 1678. One of the very 
few noblemen who held high: functions in the Dutch empire in the second 
half. of the seventeenth century was a member of the Utrecht ridderschap, 
the remarkable Hendrik Adriaen van Reede tot Drakenstein, who entered the 
VOC’s service in 1657, becoming commander of the VOC’s forces on 
the Malabar coast, and after whom the Drakenstein mountains in South 
Africa are named (see p: 908 above). 

In the empire of the west, it was originally intended, in 1622, that one 
trading Company, the WIC, should exercise supreme authority, again under 
the ultimate sovereignty of the States General. But in this case, in contrast 
to the East Indies, there-were from the outset a number of fringe colonies 
and zones of influence which were not administered directly by the WIC. In 
order to profit-from the efforts of private enterprise in less crucial regions, 
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the WIC granted patents to certain merchant patrons prepared to undertake 
the colonization of stipulated localities, under the general auspices of the 
WIC but taking care’ of the administration themselves. None of these 
became flourishing colonies. But a few did develop at the fringes of the 
Dutch empire. One of these grants was that conceded to the Zeeland regent 
Abraham van Pere, in 1627, assigning him the estuary of the Berbice River 
in western Guyana. The small colony at Berbice continued to be governed 
by the Van Pere dynasty for many decades. In 1650, another Zeeland regent 
family, the Lampsins, were given a grant to colonize Tobago, which they 
renamed ‘New Walcheren’. For most of the period (1654-78) that Tobago 
was held by the Dutch it was directly administered by the Lampsins, the 
main fort on the island being called Lampsinsberg. 

Furthermore, whilst Netherlands Brazil and the forts on the Guinea coast 
were administered by the WIC as a whole, in the case of other WIC 
territories, or zones of influence, there was a tendency to assign responsi- 
bility to one or another of the five chambers—Amsterdam, Zeeland, the 
Maas, North Quarter, and Groningen. In this way, the Amsterdam Cham- 
ber had special responsibility for the Curacao islands and New Netherland, 
while the Zeeland chamber took charge of western Guyana and, in the early 
period, the Dutch Leeward Islands. Among the zones of trading influence, 
the Gambia region of West Africa was assigned to the Groningen chamber. 

In 1657, the Zeeland chamber transferred its responsibility for western 
Guyana to the three cities of Middelburg, Flushing, and Veere, which set 
up a joint directorate, dominated by their burgomasters, to manage ‘the 
region under its new name ‘Nova Zeelandia’, which, besides Essequebo and 
Berbice, included a settlement which the Zeelanders established further west, 
at Pomeroon. When the original WIC was liquidated and the New WIC set 
up, in 1674, western Guyana came for the first time under the direct 
administration of the WIC, except for Berbice, which remained under the 
Van Pere proprietorship. 

Matters became even more complicated after Surinam was conquered by 
the Zeelanders in 1667. The new colony was managed first by a directorate 
of the three Walcheren cities—Middelburg, Flushing, and Veere—until the 
New WIC was set up in 1674, when it came under the direct administration 
of the States of Zeeland. Finally, in 1682, a new body was established, called 
the ‘Society of Surinam’, in which the WIC and city of Amsterdam jointly 
were the main partners but in which the Aerssen van Sommelsdijk family 
-also had a large stake. Meanwhile, the .Dutch Leeward Islands—St 
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Eustatius, Saba, and St Martin—remained under proprietorships, until they 
were captured by the English in the Third Anglo-Dutch War. When they 
were recovered, under the 1674 peace treaty, ownership of St Eustatius and 
Saba was divided half-and-half between the WIC and the Van Pere family. 
The Van Pere: proprietorship was then sold to the Company. in 1683, 
bringing all three islands, for the first time, under the direct rule of the 
WIC." 

But despite this more fragmented picture, some principles of colonial 
administration in the west, at least in the main colonies, resembled the 
position in the East Indies and South Africa. Again the Company’s 
governors and chief functionaries were not nobles and government was 
consultative. The Dutch bases:on the Guinea .coast were administered from 
the castle at Elmina by the WIC’s director-general on the Guinea coast. But 
he was supposed to take major decisions only conjointly with the raad, also 
at Elmina. Similarly, the governor of Curacao, who was also responsible for 
Aruba and Bonaire, was appointed by the federal board of the WIC, to 
whom he gave his oath of allegiance jointly with the States General. But he 
was bound by instructions to govern the islands jointly with the raad in 
Willemstad, which included, besides the commander of the garrison and the 
WIC’s commissioner for the slave trade, three representatives of the 
citizenry. The position was similar in Surinam, defence, justice, and policing, 
including the suppression of slave insurgency, being jointly under the 
governor and raad in Paramaribo. 


RELIGION AND DISCIPLINE 


The VOC and WIC may have been devoted chiefly to trade, but profits on 
the scale they sought were not to be had, in Europe or the Indies, without 
military and territorial power; and, in early modern times, religion was one 
of the most potent implements in the control of territories and peoples. 
The charters granted to the VOC (1602) and WIC (1622) delegated the 
States General’s sovereign authority over the military and naval forces, as 
well as the diplomats, in their employ in the Indies. All military and naval 
undertakings by the VOC and WIC in Asia, Africa, and America, and 
diplomatic activity, were carried out in the name of the States General as 
well as the relevant Company. But in other respects, too, the great colonial 
companies were extensions of the Dutch. confederate state. Thus, both 
Companies were bound by their charters, and the instructions of their 
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directorates, to promote, and protect, the Dutch Reformed Church as the 
sole public Church in their colonies, as well as to grant liberty of private 
conscience in accordance with the Union of Utrecht. Nor did the Com- 
panies and their colonial governments fail to commit some of their resources 
to maintaining and extending the supremacy of the public Church. Indeed 
toleration in the Dutch colonial empire was scarcely less limited and 
grudging (and in New Netherland, and South Africa, more so) than in the 
Republic itself. 

The VOC’s ships and garrisons, as well as its: senior officials, were, in 
spiritual matters, all subordinate to the Dutch Reformed Church. Even 
though large numbers of foreigners were recruited, as seamen and soldiers, 
into the Company’s service, neither Lutheran nor Catholic religious services 
were permitted in the VOC’s ships and garrisons. In the period down to 
1660, some 65 per cent of all the soldiers, and 35 per cent of the seamen, 
recruited for service in the East Indies by the VOC were foreign Europeans, 
and though the Dutch element increased somewhat between 1660 and 1700, 
the proportion of Germans and Scandinavians was always high. Yet not a 
single Lutheran church was permitted anywhere in the Dutch empire in 
Asia,” or in South Africa, during the seventeenth century, or the first part 
of the eighteenth. 

Codes of discipline imposed in the garrisons, and on the ships of the VOC, 
and punishments for offences, were laid down by the States General.*3 On 
the VOC’s ships, there were to be no words of blasphemy, or contempt for 
the Reformed faith or its preachers, under pain of fines and other forms of 
punishment. Permission could be obtained for absence from Reformed 
services, on certain grounds, but absence without permission meant being 
fined. There were punishments also for causing arguments about religion. 
Besides fines, offenders were apt to find themselves spending entire days 
working on the ship’s pumps or sitting high in the masts. There.were stiff 
penalties also for drunkenness and gambling. 

Among non-Europeans under the VOC’s rule in Asia the: bulk: were 
non-Christians and many of the rest Catholics. Up to:a point, the Company 
had no choice but to accept liberty of worship among the non-European 
population. Yet, even as regards non-Europeans, the attitude of both. the 
directors in the Republic and the ruling raad and: governor-general, at 
Batavia, was far from being one of benign tolerance. In the first place, the 
Company, particularly in the early decades, saw itself as the declared foe of 
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the Catholic Church. Catholic priests, mainly Portuguese, were expelled 
from Amboina, and other islands occupied in 1605, from Malacca in 1641, 
from the Dutch zone of Ceylon in 1647, and from-the rest of coastal Ceylon 
after.the Dutch completed their conquest in 1658.4 Edicts were issued 
proclaiming severe punishment for harbouring Catholic priests. The Dutch 
authorities, even those who were not particularly devout, could not fail to 
be struck by the great impact which Portuguese missionaries had had in 
many of the territories which came under the rule of the VOC and the large 
number of Catholics among the native population on a number of Indo- 
nesian islands, in Ceylon, and at the southern tip of India. Inevitably, 
Catholicism was seen as a: political and strategic, as well as spiritual, 
challenge to the interests of the Company. From the moment the Reforma- 
tion began in Ceylon, in the 1640s, sizeable numbers of both Tamils and 
Sinhalese were converted, at least superficially, to the Dutch Reformed faith. 
But it was clear that it was practically only former Catholics who were 
susceptible to conversion, Buddhists, Hindus, and Muslims remaining 
largely impervious. At the same time, many former Catholics remained 
clandestine Catholics or waverers who could be pulled either way without 
difficulty. The Dutch Reformed Church in the East Indies, and their 
Catholic rivals, were thus competing for the same constituency, representing 
a large proportion of the native population especially on Amboina and in 
Ceylon. Only in the case of Taiwan did the Dutch succeed in winning a 
substantial flock for the Reformed Church among non-Christians where 
Catholicism had not previously prepared the way.** 

‘The VOC’s intolerance of Catholicism, and measures against Catholic 
priests, were thus a major plank of its imperial policy and remained so until 
late in the eighteenth century. There was, moreover, some similarity between 
the mechanics of the contest between Reformed Church and Catholicism in 
the Dutch East Indies and the Republic itself. Where a former Catholic 
population could not be cut off from regular contact with Catholic clergy 
nearby, as at the southern tip of India, overt Catholicism flourished. Where, 
as in Ceylon, access to Catholic clergy could be curtailed, the Reformed 
Church registered more success, at any rate until contact with Catholic 
clergy from outside became easier. The Reformed Church did best where, 
as in Amboina, there was a Catholic population that could be effectively 
insulated from the Catholic world outside. Eventually, Calvinism in Am- 
boina, preached in Malay, put down enduring roots.*° 
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Besides Ceylon, Taiwan (until 1662), and Amboina, the Dutch Reformed 
Church in the East Indies achieved substantial success at Batavia, if not 
amongst the Chinese (who provided few converts to Calvinism), then 
certainly amongst the mixed and Malay-speaking population as well as the 
whites. In 1652, the number of Reformed preachers at Batavia was raised 
to five, in 1675 to seven, and in 1683 to ten; by 1730, the number had 
reached seventeen, more than in any Dutch city except Amsterdam.*” The 
total number of Dutch Reformed preachers in the East always remained 
small but rose steadily, from seventeen, in 1647, to forty-one, in 1683, and 
forty-eight, by 1727. The preachers were supplemented, as in the homeland, 
by assistants called ziecken-troosters (‘sick comforters’) as well as.school- 
masters who, in the east, were usually Tamils, Amboinese, or other natives. 

Catholicism was combated with some effect at Batavia, Amboina, and in 
Ceylon, less so at Malacca, Timor, and in south India. But. it was not only 
Catholicism and Protestant dissent that the Company sought to repress... If 
Buddhism and Hinduism had to be tolerated as necessary evils, the VOC 
adopted a markedly more hostile stance towards Islam. To an-extent this 
was inherent in the religious dialectics of the East. Islam had begun to 
spread rapidly in the Indonesian archipelago, and to a. lesser extent 
elsewhere in south Asia, during the sixteenth century, in reaction to the 
missionizing of the Catholic Portuguese. Under the Dutch, Islam continued 
to be seen by all concerned as a form of political (and economic), as well as 
theological, opposition to the Europeans. Although the Company’s anti- 
Islamic placards had little effect in most of Indonesia in the long run, it was 
sporadically successful in checking the advance of Islam in places, notably 
Ceylon, where the Company was much severer towards Muslims than 
Buddhists and Hindus. 

Nor was the policy of the WIC in the Dutch empire of the Atlantic one 
of toleration. In Netherlands Brazil (1630-54),. the WIC had granted 
Catholics liberty of conscience, as they were obliged to do under their States 
General charter, but not formal liberty of worship. When Dutch Brazil’s one 
and only governor-general, Count Johann Maurits van Nassau-Siegen, 
nevertheless preferred to emulate Frederik Hendrik and show leniency 
regarding Catholic practice, he met with stiff opposition from the Calvinist 
consistory of Recife. Various restrictions on Catholic worship.and proselyt- 
izing remained in force, though local Catholics did enjoy greater freedom 
than in the Republic. The exceptionally large (Sephardic) Jewish community 
which established itself, with the encouragement of the WIC, at Recife was 
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also granted more extensive freedom than they enjoyed in the United 
Provinces; ‘but this too was opposed by the Reformed Church and was not 
regarded as a ‘general concession applying in other WIC territories. In the 
Dutch possessions in America, the Jews made more rapid progress than 
other groups, owing to the special working relationship they developed with 
the: WIC in commerce, and because Jews, unlike Catholics, Lutherans, and 
radical dissenters, could be religiously segregated from the rest of: the 
population. Nevertheless, it was not until 1659 that the WIC granted liberty 
of worship for Jews at.Curacao, even though Jewish refugees had been 
leaving stricken Netherlands Brazil since 1645, many migrating to Barbados 
and other territories under the English.*9 

However, only Jews enjoyed formal liberty of worship, besides the 
Reformed Church, in Curacao; moreover, with Brazil lost, Curacao was, for 
some time, the only WIC territory where this freedom existed. During the 
third quarter of the seventeenth century, Jews enjoyed as much, or greater, 
freedom. in. certain ‘of the English colonies as in the Dutch. When the 
Zeelanders..captured Surinam, in 1667, some of the Jews living there 
migrated to other English colonies and those that stayed laboured under 
severe restrictions whilst the colony remained under the States of Zeeland, 
down to 1682.” It was only in that year, when the colony came under the 
control of. the ‘Society of Surinam’, an organization controlled jointly by the 
WIC and city of Amsterdam, that the Jews acquired full liberty of worship 
in Surinam. 

In New Netherland until the 1650s the position was the same as in South 
Africa subsequently: no other Church was allowed than the Dutch Re- 
formed Church. Under the. 1640 charter for New Netherland, the WIC had 
ruled that no other religion ‘shall be publicly admitted in New Netherland 
except the Reformed as it is at present preached and practised by public 
authority in.the United Netherlands’.“’ When in’1653, ‘adherents of the 
Augsburg Confession’ in Manhattan petitioned the governor, Pieter Stuyve- 
sant, for permission to organize their own congregation, and appoint a 
preacher, Stuyvesant enquired of the Heren XIX who, pressed by the classis 
of Amsterdam (which had spiritual responsibility for the colony), answered 
negatively.” When this then led to repressive steps to break up Lutheran 
conventicles in the colony, the WIC ordered Stuyvesant to desist, ruling that 
Lutherans, and by implication other dissenters, were to possess ‘free 
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religious exercise in their houses’. When the Lutheran community in 
Amsterdam then appealed to the WIC, requesting freedom of exercise for 
the Lutheran faith not only in New Netherland but all the Company’s 
territories, the Reformed Church authorities at Amsterdam did all they 
could to prevent ‘public worship’ by Lutherans and not without success: the 
first Lutheran minister to reach New Netherland, sent by the Lutheran 
congregation in Amsterdam, was expelled by Stuyvesant, on the orders of 
the WIC, in 1659. 

The first group of Jews to arrive in New Amsterdam were refugees from 
Brazil, who arrived in 1654. They were allowed‘ to stay and trade, and 
practise their religion in their houses, but, the WIC ruled in 1656, could not 
own shops or build a synagogue. But this was generous compared with the 
treatment meted out to radical dissenters.. During the years 1658-62, 
Stuyvesant mounted a vigorous persecution of the group of Quakers who 
had settled on Long Island. 

There was no Lutheran church in Curacao, Surinam, or anywhere in the 
WIC’s territories during the seventeenth century or at the beginning of the 
eighteenth, just as there were not in the territories of the VOC. Catholicism, 
too, was officially under a general. ban even on Curacao, where the Catholic 
religion had already been established, by the Spaniards, amongst the black 
and mixed population on the island, before the Dutch occupation in 1634. 
An effective ban against Catholic priests visiting Curacao, from Venezuela, 
was maintained for several decades, the Church in Venezuela gaining access 
only from the 1670s.“ In 1690, the WIC gave formal permission for priests 
to work on Curagao provided they did not wear their vestments in public. 
There were few Catholics amongst Curacgao’s white population, which 
included German Lutherans, as well as Dutch Reformed and numerous 
Sephardic Jews. But Catholicism rapidly became the main religion of the 
black population and poor half-castes. Thus a situation arose where the 
majority of the island’s population was Catholic but yet, until.1730, no 
Catholic church could be built on the island. 
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THE NEW REGIME 


illiam III died at Hampton Court, in England, on 19 March 1702. 

The news was communicated to the people of the United Provinces 
by a prolonged tolling of church bells. Six days after his death, Heinsius, 
Pensionary of Holland, appeared before the States General, announcing 
that the States of Holland had decided to leave the stadholderate vacant. 
This was against the expressed wish of the dead monarch, who had already 
tried, in 1701, to persuade Holland to designate the young Frisian Stad- 
holder, Johan Willem Friso (1687-1711), son of Hendrik Casimir, his 
successor as Stadholder of Holland.’ But the Holland regents preferred to 
do without a Stadholder, and suspend the political functions of the 
stadholderate, precisely as in 1650. Ever since the death of Hendrik Casimir, 
in 1696, the childless William III had, in all provinces, been grooming Johan 
Willem Friso as his successor.’ The Stadholder-king’s last testament, opened 
in a special ceremony at The Hague, in May 1702, in the presence of the 
British and Prussian ambassadors, declared Johan Willem Friso William 
III’s sole ‘general heir’. 

In this, as in other respects, the demise of William II] heralded a profound 
change in the character of the United Provinces. Under William III’s 
tutelage, the difference between the Republic under Stadholders, and 
without the stadholderate, had come to seem even more marked than 
formerly. After Leicester’s departure, Oldenbarnevelt and the Holland 
regents had forged a fully republican regime, in which Holland had led the 
Union and controlled its foreign policy and resources. With his coup of 
1618, Maurits had fundamentally altered the character of the state, reducing 
Holland to a passive role in decision-making, patronage, foreign policy, and 
matters of war and defence. The Stadholder and his entourage had replaced 
the States of Holland at the heart of government. This had continued under 
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Frederik Hendrik until, in the years 1646-8, under the leadership of Adriaen 
Pauw, a republican States party regime, with Holland making the decisions, 
had again emerged. This had then been briefly reversed by William II. But 
his early death led to the First Stadholderless period (1650-72), the classic 
era of the ‘True Freedom’, with Johan de Witt as the pre-eminent figure. 
Next, the upheavals of 1672 again transformed the Dutch state, concentrat- 
ing power and influence in the hands of the Stadholder and his favourites, 
weakening the formal procedures of the Republic, and reducing the in- 
fluence of regents linked with the republican tradition and the “True 
Freedom’. This, in turn, had bred its own reaction and, in 1702, the ‘True 
Freedom’, the fully republican regime, was restored, this Second Stadhol- 
derless era lasting until 1747. 

Thus, the year 1702 was a key divide in the history of the Republic not 
just because of the demise of William III and the onset of the War of the 
Spanish Succession (1702-13), the last great European conflict in which the 
Republic participated as a major power, but also for the release of pent-up 
tensions which had accumulated since 1672. In Holland, the change in the 
system of government occurred rather smoothly, with only a minimum of 
popular involvement, instantly producing a partial redistribution, and 
greater dispersal, of power and influence. In several towns, the vroedschap 
was re-elected so as to readmit former regents, or their younger relatives, 
excluded by the Stadholder since 1672. There was a minor disturbance or 
two at Haarlem.? At Leiden, the ‘contract of correspondence’ imposed by 
William III in 1685, was immediately discarded and replaced with a new 
‘contract’ designed to minimize friction between the vroedschap’s rival States 
party and Orangist blocs, balancing contending family and clientage 
networks, by imposing an order of rotation of offices with greater formality 
and precision than had been attempted in the past.‘ Whereas, before, the 
Stadholder had regularly intervened in civic politics in Holland, to concen- 
trate power in the hands of small, informal regent cliques, subservient to the 
stadholderate, now the objective was to disperse power, regularize rotation 
of offices, and stabilize relations between the regent blocs. 

Holland’s Pensionary, Anthonie Heinsius, was by 1702 an internationally 
renowned statesman of wide experience. Though he had worked closely with 
William III, he had never been a mere tool of the Stadholder and was 
deemed to have defended the interests of Holland—up to a point.’ Never- 
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theless, he was identified with the policies of the Stadholder-king and, after 
1702, his influence diminished, though less than that of others of William 
III’s close confidants. In the States of Holland, the balance of power tilted 
sharply away from the Stadholder’s friends to the States party bloc. In the 
ridderschap, Baron Jacob van Wassenaar (1646-1707), leader of the anti- 
Orangist nobles, now became the presiding figure, arranging admittance of 
several other anti-Orangist nobles whom William III had kept out. The new 
‘contract of correspondence’ at Leiden may have formalized rotation of 
offices, and balanced the blocs, but there was no doubt about which 
predominated in the years after 1702. Of all the Holland towns, Leiden now 
became the most vociferous in opposing the stadholderate and ambitions of 
Johan Willem Friso. At Amsterdam, William III’s friends, Witsen and 
Hudde, had been re-elected burgomasters only a month before the Stad- 
holder-king’s death. But from that moment they were overshadowed by the 
leaders of the republican bloc in the vroedschap—Joan Huydecoper, Jacob 
Hinlopen, and the adroit Joan Corver. 

William III’s favourites did not abandon their power and influence, or 
opportunities for money-making, without a fight. They endeavoured to 
shore up their position with the argument that the United Provinces, on the 
brink of war with Bourbon France and Spain, needed an illustrious figure 
as captain-general and admiral, urging that the States General appoint 
Prince George of Denmark, consort of Queen Anne, the new monarch in 
England, to this high office.° The proposal, backed by Heinsius as well as 
Dijkvelt, Odijk, Bentinck, and Keppel, was designed to salvage some of 
their leverage by introducing a kind of surrogate Stadholder. Dijkvelt was 
sent to Amsterdam to win the vroedschap to the idea: the Amsterdam 
regents split; but Corver and Huydecoper carried the majority and the 
Orangists were defeated. : 

‘In contrast to 1651, the States of Friesland and Groningen made no effort 
to persuade the other provinces that they were obliged, under the terms of 
the Union of Utrecht, to appoint Stadholders. But the two northern 
provinces did advance the interests of their young Stadholder, wanting him 
acknowledged as ‘Prince of Orange’ and in May 1703 pressed for his 
appointment as a general of infantry in the army, with rank above that of 
the Republic’s other generals, as preparation for eventual advancement to the 
captaincy-general and more stadholderates.’ This was vigorously opposed by 
republican regents in Holland, Zeeland, and the eastern provinces. The 
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Leiden vroedschap took the view that no special appointment or recognition 
should be conferred on Johan Willem Friso, since this would offend. ‘our 
great and powerful neighbour and ally’, the king of Prussia.* The anti- 
Orangists deftly exploited the rift which had arisen as a result of William 
III’s naming the Frisian Stadholder his general heir. For Johan Willem 
Friso’s right to the legacy, lands, and title of ‘Prince of Orange’ was disputed 
by the new king of Prussia who (as son of Frederik Hendrik’s eldest daugh- 
ter, Louise Henriette) claimed the inheritance and title for himself, and, in 
March 1702, occupied Lingen. 

Holland, through the States General, was in a position to arbitrate over 
the disputed inheritance and it suited Holland to drag the proceedings out. 
Indeed, the ensuing suit lasted thirty years. In the meantime, Holland and 
the other four provinces with. no Stadholder, refused to address Johan 
Willem Friso as ‘Prince of Orange’ or ‘Highness’, or accord him the dignity 
that would be his due as Prince. The young Stadholder was made g general 
in the army but not placed above the other generals. A most delicate point 
was to avoid offending the king of Prussia. The States General could hardly 
refuse to accept the letters of this powerful ruler despite his emphatically 
adding ‘Prince of Orange’ to his titles. This was handled by accepting his 
letters but scrupulously omitting the title ‘Prince of Orange’ from the 
replies.? 

The change in the structure of politics in 1702, however quietly accom- 
plished, was fundamental. As one would expect, the redistribution of 
influence and patronage, dispersal of power, and formalization of decision- 
making also revived interest in the republican idea, ideological traditions of 
the States party bloc, and consultative institutions of the Republic. This was 
reflected in a wave of publications. There were the works of Emanuel van 
der Hoeven (c.1660-c.1728), who in 1705 published the first serious study of 
Johan de Witt, including official documents, and in 1706 his two-volume 
Hollands Aeloude Vryheid, arguing for a republic without Stadholders, 
glorifying Oldenbarnevelt and Grotius, and, when discussing medieval 
history, showing a strong bias in favour of the Hoeks (who had opposed the 
Burgundians and early Habsburgs). There was a new edition of the political 
works of Machiavelli (1703-5)'° and Romeyn de Hooghe’s: two-volume 
Spiegel van Staet (1706) extolling the institutions of the Republic. There was 
also the Diocletianus et Maximianus (1704) by the great legal scholar Gerard 
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Noodt (1647-1725), @ critique of corruption in criminal justice which was; in 
part, an attack on the corrupt methods of William III’s baljuws.". 

In Holland, the redistribution. of power occurred peacefully without 
disrupting government and administration. This was not the case, though, 
in the four other provinces, which in 1702 resolved to discard their 
stadholderates in reaction to William III. Here the concentration of power 
in the Stadholder’s hands, and those of his favourites, was too extensive and 
formalized.for a smooth transition to a new framework to be possible. The 
Stadholder and his favourites had imposed systems of control on provincial, 
quarter, and town governments which had generated a considerable pool of 
discontent: which soon led, especially. in Gelderland and Zeeland, to wide- 
spread unrest. 

Most of Zeeland now lapsed into turmoil. While Flushing and Veere 
adhered to their traditional Orangist stance, the other towns witnessed a 
fierce struggle between Orangist and anti-Orangist factions. A number of 
formerly Orangist regent families, such as the Van Citters and De Huybert, 
switched (albeit: often only temporarily) to an anti-Orangist stance. The 
disturbances were often instigated by former regents, or members of families 
of regents, purged from the town councils in 1672, and (in Middelburg) in 
1676, against rivals put in by William III who now refused to make way. As 
was traditional in Zeeland, both sides appealed to the citizenry and militias, 
Orangists. rallying their following among the shopkeepers, seamen,. and 
fishermen, anti-Orangists often among the more middle elements of the 
urban: population. Skilled agitators appeared, distributing lampoons, in 
coffee-houses and taverns, stoking up political passion with their speeches, 
and organizing petitions. 

The unrest began at Tholen, in April 1702, and spread: to Goes and 
Middelburg. The principal agitator at Middelburg, Daniel Fannius, was a 
son of Johan de Witt’s closest confidant in Zeeland and an uncompromising 
republican. The ferment incited by Fannius and his adherents in Middel- 
burg’s coffee-houses split the civic militia and led, in July 1702, first to riots 
and then to the purging of the Orangists from the vroedschap. By late 1703, 
however, Middelburg’s Orangists, assisted by Flushing and Veere, had 
instigated a strong reaction, intent on recapturing the town hall and 
restoring orthodox Calvinist values.’* Further rioting erupted, in January 
1704; when Orangists. briefly seized the town hall, but the ‘new stream’, as 
their opponents were called, rallied enough militia men and burghers to 
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drive them off. By the spring of 1704, the republicans, for the moment, 
enjoyed an unsteady ascendancy in the province. 

Still more unruly were events in Gelderland. Like those of Utrecht and 
Overijssel, the States of Gelderland lost no time in cancelling the regulations 
William III had imposed when these provinces were reincorporated into the 
Union in 1674-5.2 The structure of power, and political procedures, in 
Gelderland were supposed to revert to the situation as it had been before 
1672, during the First Stadholderless period. But no moves were made by 
the States to remove the men whom William III had put in or restore the 
many regents and office-holders he had purged. A complicating factor was 
that, in the eastern provinces, the patrician oligarchy did not form an 
exclusive regent élite in the same way as in Holland and Zeeland. On 
important matters the raad in the eastern towns. had for centuries been 
supposed to consult colleges of citizens’ representatives; or. gemeenslieden, 
who also, in varying degrees, exercised a role in annual ‘elections of 
burgomasters and members of the raad. Since the sixteenth century, colleges 
of gemeenslieden exercised less influence than formerly. But they remained 
a significant element in civic life in Gelderland and Overijssel towns, as in 
the city of Groningen, a political forum for the citizenry and guilds. 

William III had not only gained a firm grip on the States, quarter 
assemblies, and town councils but also the colleges of gemeenslieden. The 
subsequent re-emergence of the latter as representative bodies, capable of 
mounting pressure on civic government, was to be a key factor in eight- 
eenth-century Dutch political life. For it was in the eastern towns that there 
began the early stirrings of democratic tendencies. which were to become a 
central feature of the Dutch scene in the 1780s and..1790s.'4.There was, in 
the eastern provinces in 1702, a stratum of civic society, affluent, literate— 
often highly articulate lawyers—who felt that William III and his favourites 
had stripped them of an influence in civic government to which they were 
entitled by tradition, privileges, and law.'5 At the outset. of the First 
Stadholderless period, the Nijmegen gemeenslieden had opposed the efforts 
of the city raad to suppress their role, insisting that. it. was their duty to 
ensure that suitably qualified men, who were loyal members: of the Re- 
formed Church, were elected to the raad."° One of the members ‘of: that 
college, in 1650, was the father of the republican jurist Gerard Noodt. In 
1702, the gemeenslieden again saw themselves as upholders of an urban 
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representative tradition whose task was to ensure legitimate, and good, civic 
government. 

The States of Gelderland abolished the reglement of 1675 soon after the 
Stadholder-king’s death, but the province’s town governments simulta- 
neously tried, as they had after William II’s death, in 1650, to end the role 
of the gemeenslieden as well. Beginning at Nijmegen, this provoked protest 
and agitation: which was partly support for the gemeenslieden against the 
sitting regents but also an attempt by the men purged by William III, in and 
after 1674, to oust those whom he had put in control of the civic 
governments.'? From Nijmegen, the rioting spread also to Tiel and Zalt- 
bommel and .before long the ‘New Crew’, as they were termed, dominated 
the Nijmegen quarter. The turmoil then spread to Zutphen and Arnhem. An 
added factor in the Arnhem quarter, where the jonkers exercised a high 
degree of leverage over the fiscal machinery, was a stirring up of the rural 
populace by the ‘New Crew’ in the city against the jonkers. The Arnhem 
ridderschap retorted by boycotting the quarter assembly. 

By the spring of 1703, all three Gelderland quarters were in uproar and 
the unrest spread also to Utrecht, especially Amersfoort, where burgher and 
militia groups demanded that their representatives should again have the 
right to choose the magistracy, as they formerly had, before Charles V had 
incorporated Utrecht into the Habsburg Netherlands.'® Armed burghers 
seized the city in July 1703. The States of Utrecht suppressed the movement 
with the aid of troops sent by the States General. There was unrest also in 
Overijssel, especially Deventer, where former patricians and gemeenslieden, 
backed by the guilds, wrested control from the men put in by William III. 

A feature of the turmoil in the lesser provinces, in 1702-7, was. the 
growing tendency towards political collaboration between disaffected 
groups in different provinces. A key orchestrator of anti-Orangist agitation 
was the Utrecht noble Godard Willem, heer van Welland, whom William 
III had purged from the Utrecht provincial government, in 1674. He 
emerged not only as leader of the anti-Orangist bloc in the States of Utrecht 
but a leading ally of radical republicans in both Zeeland and Gelderland. 
Opponents in Holland accused him of conspiring to subject Holland to rule 
‘by Utrecht, Gelderland, and Zeeland, together with Groningen and 
Overijssel. It is indeed striking that his outlook, and that of his allies, 
was infused with a marked strain of anti-Holland sentiment. The inter- 
play between the various movements, moreover, was a matter of not 
only personalities but also ideas. Several radical pamphlets published at 
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Middelburg, in 1703-4, deplored the effects of William III’s regime on the 
Republic as a whole. In part, such publications were simply reviving the 
Louvestein ideology of 1650, De Witt, and the ‘True Freedom’. But it is also 
true that they introduced a new element. Fannius, his allies in Zeeland, and 
the more radical ‘New Crew’ elements in Gelderland supplemented De 
Witt’s ‘True Freedom’ with the notion ‘majestas penes populum’, that 
‘sovereignty had devolved upon the people’, whose right.it now was to make 
and unmake civic government in the public interest.'? 

For Holland, the unrest in the lesser provinces, especially in Gelderland, 
was inconvenient. With a great European war in progress, and a crucial 
struggle in the south Netherlands, the Generality needed stable domestic 
conditions and a smooth collection of revenues whereas, by. 1704, Gelder- 
land was paralysed and the regiments on Gelderland’s répartition were no 
longer being paid. Yet, many Holland regents showed sympathy for the 
‘New Crew’, and, even more, antipathy for their opponents, a factor which 
inhibited Generality intervention in the Gelderland troubles throughout the 
period 1703-6. 

Meanwhile, the democratic tendency evident in Gelderland was spreading. 
In January 1703, the guilds of Harderwijk pressed the raad for restoration 
of all rights and powers which the gemeenslieden had exercised before 1672. 
In a petition drawn up in April, they demanded that. henceforth, -in 
Harderwijk, burgomasters and raad should be appointed by the gemeens- 
lieden and guilds as was happening at Arnhem, Nijmegen, Wageningen, and 
other towns, and even that henceforth every citizen resident in the town 
should be eligible for election to the city government.” The raad at 
Harderwijk was purged by the guilds, in April 1703, six ‘Old-Crew’ regents 
being expelled and seven new men brought in. 

The struggle between the ‘Old Crew’ and ‘New Crew’ in Gelderland 
escalated further during 1704. In many towns there were gatherings and 
demonstrations of guild and militia members against the ‘Old Crew’. In 
February 1704, armed guild members seized the Harderwijk town hall. In 
June 1704, with the jonkers boycotting the quarter assembly, the towns of 
the quarter agreed to begin collecting taxes in the countryside in defiance of 
the ridderschap. In August, the ‘New Crew’ raad at Arnhem raised a force 
of armed citizen volunteers to defend their gains. in the city and the 
quarter." The ridderschap also assembled a force, which approached Har- 
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derwijk. There: was an armed clash at: Putten:' But still the States: General 
held back from intervening. 

. A-Major weakness: of the ‘New Crew’. movement in Gelderland was the 
ancient .tension. between the three ‘head towns’ of Gelderland—Arnhem, 
Nijmegen, and Zutphen—and the small. towns of their respective quarters. 
This was a factor of considerable. importance in the climax of the struggle 
in Gelderland which began in October 1707, when the ‘New Crew’ raad at 
Arnhem decided to send a citizen volunteer force, armed: with. cannon, to 
Wageningen to topple the ‘Old: Crew’, who had just regained control there. 
The Arnhem militia seized Wageningen: and: arrested: the ‘Old Crew’ 
magistrates. But most: of the States.of Gelderland condemned: Arnhem, 
desired. to suppress. the burgher volunteer companies, and appealed to the 
States General. The States of Holland; finally losing patience, agreed to the 
sending in of Generality troops.to:end the disorder, the leading ‘New Crew’ 
cities, Arnhem and. Nijmegen, :failing to mobilize enough support m Hol- 
land, Zeeland, and Utrecht to block: the decision. States General troops 
occupied .Arnhem, in December. 1707,:and Nijmegen, in January. 1708, 
suppressing the turmoil, arresting agitators, and expelling. some ‘New Crew’ 
members from the two city councils. The final result in Gelderland was an 
unresolved and uneasy stalemate imposed by Holland. : 

. In the last stages of the conflict in. Gelderland, the ‘Old Crew drew 
strength from a noticeable revival of .Orangist sentiment in the Republic, 
crystallizing around the figure of Johan Willem Friso, who reached his legal 
majority in August 1707. For some time Friesland had argued that the 
youth should be assigned a seat in the Raad van State, by virtue of being 
Stadholder of Friesland.”? On reaching his majority, Johan Willem Friso 
claimed the seat ‘his predecessors always possessed as Stadholders of 
Friesland and Groningen’, but Holland, backed by Zeeland, Utrecht, 
Gelderland, and Overijssel, refused, arguing that Friesland and Groningen, 
each of which already had a seat on the Raad, should not have any 
advantage over the. other. provinces by virtue of having a Stadholder.”* The 
latter, styled by his adherents the ‘Prince of Orange’, was now a major factor 
in the Republic’s politics. In February 1708, he was formally proclaimed 
Stadholder, at. Groningen, though the occasion was marred by a row 
between the city and Ommelands over his ‘instructions’. 

_ He was an able young man who, in more than one respect, aspired to 
follow in the footsteps of William III. In April 1709, he married Maria 
Louisa of Hesse-Cassel and—after having the princely quarters in Leeuwarden 
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refurbished under the direction of: Daniel Marot—installed his bride and 
court in that city in 1710.4 He divided his time between Friesland, 
cultivating his interests at The Hague, and his career asa general in 
the States General’s army, spending long periods in the:allied camps in the 
south Netherlands, often with Marlborough. .All.the while he pursued 
his legal battle with the king of Prussia over the legacy of William III. If the 
king of Prussia was-in a position to: seize ‘William III’s possessions on 
the German side of the border, the Frisian Stadholder had the advantage 
on the Dutch side. In December 1710, the States of Gelderland found in his 
favour with regard to the palace at Het.Loo. 

But the hopes the Orangists pinned on Johan Willem Friso were dashed 
in July 1711..Summoned to The Hague, from the army, to:assist the States 
General’s efforts to negotiate a compromise with the Prussian: king over 
William III’s legacy, he capsized while. sailing across the estuary, near 
Moerdijk, in a sudden storm and drowned. His remains, which took a week 
to find, were solemnly buried at Leeuwarden. A posthumous son—one day 
to become Stadholder of all the provinces—was born six weeks after his 
father’s death, consoling dejected Orangists with the memory of the birth of 
William III, sixty-one years before, after his father’s death. In accordance 
with the States of Friesland’s decision. of 1675 to make the Frisian 
stadholderate hereditary in the male line’of Hendrik Casimir,’> the infant 
automatically became Stadholder designate of Friesland and his mother, 
Maria Louisa, regent of the Frisian stadholderate. She christened the boy 
Willem Carel Hendrik Friso, deftly commemorating William III, Charles II 
of England, Frederik Hendrik, and the boy’s father, .all in one. 


THE WAR OF THE SPANISH SUCCESSION, 1702-1713 


For the United Provinces a great deal was at stakein the world struggle over 
the Spanish Succession which broke out in May 1702. In that month, the 
Republic declared war on France and her ally, Bourbon Spain, in alliance 
with Britain, Austria, and Prussia. 

The Dutch entry into the war against the Bourbon monarchies has often 
been described as a continuation of the European policy of William III. This 
is not entirely untrue since William III’s policy, since 1688, was based on 
achieving consensus with Amsterdam, and the States of Holland, and 
Holland was the driving force behind Dutch participation in the war of 
1702-13. But Holland’s interests were not the same as William III’s and it 
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was not the traditions of William III but the interests of Holland which 
determined the Dutch role in the new conflict. 

At the moment of William III’s death, two months before the outbreak 
of the war, the strategic position of the United Provinces, and the future of 
their overseas trading system, seemed more insecure, and in doubt, than at 
any point since 1672. The last Habsburg king of Spain, Carlos II, had died 
in 1700, leaving the throne of Spain and the Spanish empire.in Europe, and 
the Americas, to the grandson of Louis XIV, who now became Philip V of 
Spain. Philip received backing from France in his bid to consolidate his grip 
over Spain and her empire. In 1701, French troops entered the south 
Netherlands and the Dutch were forced to evacuate their ‘barrier’ garrisons. 
There was now no longer a buffer between France and the Republic and no 
means by which the United Provinces could keep the Scheldt trade restric- 
tions in force. Equally menacing to Dutch interests was the situation in 
Spain and the Spanish Indies. The merchants of Amsterdam, who domi- 
nated Dutch commerce with Spanish America, via Cadiz, and Curacao, 
took the view that a Bourbon king in Spain meant that the Spanish market, 
and Spain’s trade and colonies, would, sooner rather than later, come under 
French control. To:an extent, this had already happened. In 1701, Philip V 
transferred the asiento—the monopoly of the slave traffic to. Spanish 
America—from a Portuguese consortium which had co-operated with the 
WIC, and bought a large percentage of its slaves in Curacao, to the French 
Guinea Company.” During the years 1700-2, the confidence of Dutch (and 
English) merchants trading with Spain and Spanish America had slumped 
to such a point that they had closed down their warehouses in Cadiz, Seville, 
Alicante, and Malaga and transferred responsibility for their merchandise 
in the Spanish Indies to neutral Genoese and Hamburg firms.” By means 
of a war to remove the Bourbon claimant to the Spanish throne, Holland’s 
regents.and merchant élite aimed to restore the favourable pre-1700 position 
of the: Dutch in commerce of the Spanish Indies.and confirm the Scheldt 
‘restrictions, as well as achieve strategic security, curb French power, and 
force Louis.to moderate France’s trade tariffs. 

It seemed vital to-check France and reverse the Bourbon Succession in 
Spain. But it was scarcely less vital to prevent the Republic’s nominal ally, 
Britain, making all the gains outside Europe, should the Bourbon powers 
be defeated. Britain was now rapidly emerging as a faster-growing and more 
dynamic maritime, colonial, and commercial power than the Republic, and 
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rivalry between the English and Dutch, especially in India, West Africa, and 
the trade of Spanish America, was as acute as ever.. 

At the same time, it was necessary to forge a modus vivendi, an acceptable 
balance of power in the north-west German borderlands along the Repub- 
lic’s eastern frontier. For the old power vacuum in these regions which had 
so well served Dutch interests, and for so long, was now definitely gone. 
Between 1591 and the mid 1630s, the Dutch and Spain had balanced each 
other, both garrisoning numerous towns, in different parts of the border 
zone. During the 1630s, the Spaniards had evacuated Lingen, Lippstadt, 
and Hamm, and been ejected from Cleves, so that from the late 1630s, until 
1702, the Republic alone had dominated the belt of territory from Cleves- 
Mark and Moers, in the south, to East Friesland, in the north,-albeit the 
prince-bishop of Minster had seriously challenged this Dutch hegemony 
during the 1660s and early 1670s. Since the prince-bishop’s defeat in 1674, 
Dutch influence had been generally dominant not only politically and 
economically but, in the Calvinist areas, also in religion, and in culture 
through the entire zone. But in 1702 Prussia emerged as the principal power 
in the border regions. 

On the death of William III, King Friedrich I of Prussia annexed the 
counties of Lingen and Moers, on the grounds that Frederik Hendrik’s last 
testament had stipulated, should his direct male descendants become extinct, 
that the legacy of the House of Orange-Nassau, in his line; should fall to 
the descendants of his eldest daughter, Louise Henriette, wife of the Great 
Elector.* The States General and States of Overijssel protested but the king 
deterred Dutch counter-pressure by threatening to withdraw from the 
alliance against the Bourbons. The differences between the Republic and 
Prussia, and Prussian primacy in the region, grew with the. campaigns of 
1702-3, in which Prussian troops conquered most of the former Roermond 
quarter of Gelderland from the Bourbons, including the city of Geldern, 
which was now permanently annexed to Prussia.*®. Dutch troops ‘secured 
Roermond and a few other enclaves but the entire relationship between the 
Republic and Prussia in the border zone remained highly uncertain. «. 

In terms of men and resources, the Republic mounted the largest and 
most sustained military and logistical effort in its history, during the war of 
1702-13. The Generality’s army was expanded from its peacetime strength 
of 40,000 to over 100,000 men. To finance this effort, Generality expenditure 
and the contributions of the provinces rose to unprecedented levels. Yet, 
despite the raising of expenditure and troop-levels, it was clear the Republic 
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was failing to keep pace with the growth of the armies, and power, of 
France, Britain, Prussia, and Austria. Early on in the new contest, the 
regents had to adjust to the Republic’s occupying a less senior position in 
the allied coalition than during the previous war. On land, Britain, Austria, 
and Prussia all provided. more troops, in proportion, than they had 
previously, while at sea Britain’s’ preponderance, inherent in the .circum- 
Stance that the Dutch had to commit a larger proportion of their war 
expenditure to their land forces; became ever more. marked. The Anglo- 
Dutch naval agreement of April of 1689, whereby the two maritime powers 
were to provide capital ships for joint operations:in.a ratio of five to three,* 
ensured and formalized a -steadily. widening gap in naval might- and 
resources. 

The Republic’s army had never been so large, being more than double 
that of the British on the Continent: over 100,000 men as against 40,000. In 
1708, the Dutch army reached its all-time peak for the early modern period 
of 119,000.as against some 70,000 British.*" To achieve this the provincial 
assemblies borrowed heavily from the public through provincial bonds, 
expanded. the standing army of 45,000 to 75,000 men, supplementing this 
with some 42,000 men hired in contingents from the German Protestant 
principalities. About 15,000 temporarily hired men were paid from contribu- 
tions exacted in the occupied areas of the southern Netherlands. Marl- 
borough was appointed overall commander of the allied armies in the.Low 
Countries. But, under the secret Anglo-Dutch agreement of June 1702, he 
was not allowed.to move, or commit, the Dutch forces without the assent 
of both the Dutch generals and the States General’s ‘deputies in the field’.*” 
The latter were instructed by the Generality to co-operate with Marlbo- 
rough but refuse to participate in anything contrary to the interests or 
dignity of the United Provinces. 

The Dutch were still a great power and major partner in the alliance 
against France. Yet the Republic’s relative decline was already apparent 
during the opening years of the War of the Spanish Succession. Britain now 
provided a considerably larger share of the subsidies paid to the Emperor, 
and allied German principalities and sent more troops, and money, to the 
war in the Iberian peninsula, though Dutch troops also participated in the 
capture of Gibraltar. (Until 1713, Gibraltar was considered part of the 
Spain of ‘Charles III’, jointly occupied by the British and Dutch-—there was 
even a ‘music hall’ at Gibraltar for the entertainment of the Dutch 
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troops—rather than British.) There were also Dutch contingents in the allied 
army in Catalonia. 

Ever since the 1650s the States party-faction had been drawn to the idea 
of appointing a foreign general to command the Dutch army, a figure 
militarily competent but incapable of challenging the Holland regents in 
domestic politics. Hence, to an extent, the appointment of Marlborough as 
joint commander in the Low Countries can be seen as part of the political 
reaction following the death of William II in 1702, foreshadowed by the 
schemes to appoint Turenne, or a Swedish general, in the 1650s. William III 
had gained a tighter hold over the Dutch army than any previous Stad- 
holder and been able to dispense with the system of ‘deputies in the field’. 
Also part of the reaction of 1702, these were now restored, though in place 
of the committee of seven or eight usual in the decades before 1672 there 
were now only four: one representing Holland and three for the other six 
provinces chosen in rotation. Yet. there was no hiding the fact that the 
appointment of Marlborough also marked a form of subordination of 
Dutch power to that of Britain. 

It rapidly became clear that this new conflict, with its immense cost, the 
collapse of trade with the vital French, Spanish, and Spanish American 
markets, and the severe disruption of navigation to the Mediterranean, was 
causing unprecedented damage to the Dutch trading system, cities, and 
industries.4 The States of Holland refused to continue with. the Anglo- 
Dutch trade embargo on France and in 1704 the States General reached 
agreement with Louis XIV for a partial resumption of Franco-Dutch trade 
during the war.*> But this provided alleviation mainly for agricultural 
exports and the wine trade. France, like Spain, continued to exclude Dutch 
manufactures and colonial goods. Awareness of the gravity of the slump 
was widespread throughout the Republic. Yet, despite this, merchants, 
manufacturers, and the public remained solidly behind the States of Holland 
in going on with the war.*° Amsterdam merchants were convinced that the 
Dutch trading system of past decades could not survive without the defeat 
of France and removal of the Bourbon king from the Spanish throne, 
closure of the Scheldt, and restoration of Dutch commerce with Spanish 
America. Dislodging Philip V, and securing the Austrian candidate ‘Charles 
III’, in Spain, the south Netherlands, and American viceroyalties seemed a 
prize on which it was worth staking immense effort, sacrifice, and funds. 
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For, if the Bourbon Succession was not reversed, it seemed the old system 
would be done for anyway. Consequently, the anti-Orangist faction in the 
Holland ridderschap, and anti-Orangist regents, like the merchants, con- 
curred wholeheartedly with Heinsius. and Keppel: France and Bourbon 
Spain had to be defeated, in conjunction with Britain, Prussia, and Austria, 
and: new guarantees and terms of trade arranged in the south Netherlands, 
Spain, and Spanish America.*’ 

Despite the grievous slump, the War of the Spanish Succession appeared 
to succeed, in the early years, beyond the Amsterdam merchants’ wildest 
expectations. Commencing with Marlborough’s sensational victory over the 
French at Blenheim (1704), the allies went from victory to victory. The year 
1706 saw the culmination of an almost miraculous string of military and 
naval successes. Anglo-Dutch forces, supported by Prussians, crushed the 
French army at Ramillies, freeing nearly all of the south Netherlands from 
Bourbon control. During the summer, the allied armies based. in, and 
supported by, Catalonia and Portugal overran much of central Castile and 
captured Madrid. At the same time, ‘the allied fleet gained control of the 
Mediterranean, while an Anglo-Dutch mixed occupation was established in 
Flanders and Brabant with its administration in Brussels, in which the 
Dutch interest predominated, especially in the economic sphere. Dutch 
economic control of the south in the years 1706-13 was regarded in The 
Hague as a partial compensation for the rapidly growing British ascend- 
ancy,’ political and economic, over Portugal, Catalonia, Savoy, and in 
Gibraltar, Minorca, and other conquered places in Spain. Brussels was 
forced,. under Dutch pressure, to restore the Spanish Netherlands tariff list 
of 1680, a list favourable to Dutch commerce.?* 

But the States of Holland sought, as their reward for their investment in 
the war, and attendant. sacrifices, not only to turn the south into a captive 
market of the Dutch trading system, a sort of equivalent to Britain’s 
dominance of Ireland and Portugal, but to limit future Habsburg political 
control by means of new and more extensive ‘Barrier’ provisions designed 
to create a mixed Dutch—Habsburg political condominium. As originally 
envisaged‘in 1706, Holland wanted, in exchange for guaranteeing the 
Protestant Succession in Britain, British support: for a Dutch right to 
garrison whichever, and. as many, towns and fortresses in the south 
Netherlands as the States General chose.® In its final form (October 1709), 
the ‘Barrier treaty’ between the Republic and Britain exchanged a Dutch 
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guarantee of the Protestant Succession in Britain, for a British guarantee of 
a future Dutch ‘Barrier’ in the south, to consist of a substantial number of 
towns and forts. These formed three groups: first, a group of strongholds— 
including Ghent, Lier, and Damme—flanking the southern side of the 
Scheldt estuary and Bruges-Damme canal, designed. to bolster:Dutch 
control of the estuary and a line of communications with the outer line of 
garrisons facing France; secondly, Ieper, Nieuwpoort, Lille, Tournai, and 
Valenciennes, securing Dutch control of the western end ‘of Flanders and 
Walloon Flanders; and finally, further south, Charleroi and. Namur, in: 
tended to secure Dutch control of the: Meuse and Sambre valleys.” To 
finance the upkeep of these garrisons, the: Dutch were to possess the 
revenues of any recovered former parts of the Habsburg Netherlands under 
French control at the time of the death of Carlos II plus an additional lump 
sum to be paid each year by the provinces of the Spanish Netherlands as 
they were in 1700. Finally, all restrictions applying to the Scheldt stipulated 
in the peace of Miinster of: 1648 were confirmed. 

But if the war prospered .in the south Netherlands, Germany, and Italy, 
it went badly in Spain and the New World. The Castilian population backed 
Philip, as his Habsburg rival, ‘Charles III’, increasingly came to be seen a 
an invader and ally of Catalans, Valencians, and Portuguese, as well as-of 
Protestants and Jews. Philip V recaptured Madrid. The allied armies in 
Spain were driven back by the Franco-Castilian armies, into Catalonia and 
Portugal. Eventually, French. fortunes recovered somewhat also on the 
northern front. By 1710, this first truly global war had turned into a vast 
deadlock which exhausted all the participants, especially the French and 
Dutch. 

For several years, until 1710, Louis endeavoured to break the coalition 
ranged against him by offering the Dutch a separate peace advantageous to 
them, a strategy reminiscent of that he had successfully pursued. in 1677. 
During several rounds of secret Franco-Dutch talks; culminating in the 
Geertruidenberg negotiations, of the spring of 1710, Louis declared himself 
ready to accept Philip’s. removal from the Spanish throne and recognize 
‘Charles III’, if Philip were compensated with the Habsburg territories in 
Italy, and that the Dutch should have their ‘Barrier’, the French tariff. of 
1664, and other advantages. The Dutch leadership showed keen ‘interest. 
But the talks of 1709-10 never seemed likely to succeed.*' Quite apart from 
the prospect of incurring the bitter enmity of Britain and Austria, there was 
simply too much distrust of Louis amongst the regents. What if the Dutch 
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laid down their arms, breaking with their’ allies, and Louis broke his 
promises to the Republic? The Sun King’s record in such matters was far 
from reassuring. A further stumbling block was that of how Philip would 
actually be removed from Spain. Louis refused to join in any military 
operation to force ‘his grandson to give up his Spanish possessions. In the 
final analysis, ‘the most influential Holland regents—Heinsius, Corver, and 
the Pensionary of Gouda, Bruno van der Dussen—saw no alternative but 
to reject the French offer and fight on with Britain and Austria.” 

After 1710 Louis, tired of the Dutch, focused his. attention on London. 
When it emerged, during the formal negotiations between the powers at the 
peace congress at Utrecht in 1712, that France and Britain had struck a deal 
between themselves, bitter disillusionment swept the Republic as well as 
Austria. It transpired that the Tories, now in power in Britain, were willing 
to allow Philip V to remain king of Spain and the Spanish Indies in return 
for extensive: advantages for Britain in particular, including Gibraltar, 
Minorca, and the slaving asiento for the Spanish Indies. There were 
anti-British riots at The Hague and talk of a Fourth Anglo-Dutch War. 
Together with Austria, the Republic briefly tried to continue the war against 
France, without Britain, but the remaining allies found both their forces and 
funds. insufficient. The regents were left with no choice but to accept the 
Peace of Utrecht.(1713) as tailored by Britain and France. 


THE AUSTRIAN NETHERLANDS AND THE NORTH AFTER [713 


During the period from 1659 until 1701 :the south: remained locked into a 
position of strategic and economic subordination’to the United Provinces. 
The Spanish Crown openly admitted its inability to defend the: south, 
against France, without Dutch help. The treaty of Minster guaranteed the 
permanent closure of the Scheldt to maritime traffic and a variety of other 
economic. restrictions on the south. Anxious to court the Dutch, the tariff 
lists adopted by: the Spanish Crown in the south Netherlands, in 1669 and 
1680; ‘continued to favour the entry into the south of Dutch manufactures, 
fish products, Baltic materials, and East India goods.” 

It was a politico-economic relationship expedient for.both Spain and the 
Dutch. but, in many’ ways,: prejudicial to the commerce, shipping, and 
manufactures.:-of the south. Psychologically, it had the effect of widening 
the: gulf between ‘north and south, generating both popular resentment, 


® Porta, Joan en Gerrit Corver, 67-9. 
4 Despretz-Van de Casteele, ‘Het protectionisme’, 307. 


976 The Age of Decline, 1702-1806 


reinforced by the religious difference, and deep frustration: amongst the 
merchants and manufacturers of Antwerp, Brussels, Bruges, and Ghent. 
The advent of Max Emmanuel—who nurtured the ambition of eventually 
succeeding Carlos II, as sovereign in the south Netherlands, and wished to 
bolster the region’s resources and strategic potential, for his own eventual 
benefit—was the signal for what may be deemed the first political revolt of 
the south against the economic and strategic tutelage of the north. On 
Bergeyck’s initiative, the civic élites were consulted, and plans laid; and, in 
1699, the regime in Brussels published a package of mercantilist measures 
designed to free the south from economic subjection to the north.“ These 
included high tariffs against Dutch, and other foreign, manufactures; and 
steps to compel the Flemish linen producers to cease sending their un- 
finished linens to Holland for bleaching and distribution. The pressure to 
break away from tutelage to the north gained momentum with the death of 
Carlos II, in 1700. The Bourbon Succession enjoyed strong support, at all 
levels of society, in the south Netherlands; for the new regime could be 
expected to make sweeping changes in administration and institutions and, 
not least, put an end to commercial and maritime subordination to the 
Dutch. Philip entrusted care over his interests in the country to Louis, and 
when French troops then invaded the south, in February 1701, they were 
welcomed by the authorities and local populace, who helped them to enter 
the Dutch-garrisoned ‘Barrier’ towns and take them over, forcing the Dutch 
to evacuate their forces without a fight.* 

The installing of Philip V’s French-backed regime in Brussels, in 1701, did 
indeed precipitate a flurry of far-reaching changes. Bergeyck, who had lost 
no time in declaring his support for the Bourbon Succession, was made 
superintendent of finances and minister of war, becoming the mastermind 
of the Franco-Spanish-Bavarian alliance in the Low Countries. Whilst Max 
Emmanuel was absent in Bavaria in the crucial years of reform (1701-4), 
Bergeyck was, in effect, acting governor-general on behalf of Philip V.“ In 
two years he built up, from scratch, a new South..Netherlands : army 
organized according to a general code of military practice in 134 articles 
which he drew up and published in December 1701. After obtaining 
approval from Versailles, he abolished the three Habsburg ‘Collateral 
Councils’, in the summer of 1702, replacing them with a single royal council 
of only six members, directly presided over by the governor-general, or his 
proxy, which meant, in practice, by himself. A new tariff regime was in place 
by April 1703. 
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Inevitably, the raising of troops, and laying on of new taxes, somewhat 
diminished the initial enthusiasm. for the new order, as did the adoption of 
a strongly anti-Jansenist policy in church and intellectual matters.in accord- 
ance with Louis’s inclinations.‘? Nevertheless, the regime retained the 
support of the provincial States and civic élites. That the reforms proved 
short-lived, as well as far-reaching, was purely the result of military defeat. 
For everything changed with the crushing reverse suffered by the French 
and south Netherlands forces at the hands of the Anglo-Dutch army at 
Ramillies, near Tienen, on 23 May 1706. So weakened were the French, by 
this ‘defeat, that contemporaries called it a ‘revolution’, an event. which 
transformed the situation in the Low Countries fundamentally and at a 
stroke. In a matter.of days, Leuven, Brussels, Mechelen, Antwerp, Ghent, 
Bruges, and Oudenaarde opened their gates to the allies and recognized 
‘Charles III’ as king of Spain and ruler of the south Netherlands. By July 
1706, when Ostend surrendered, only the three remaining Walloon provin- 
ces—Hainault, Namur, and Luxemburg—plus Nieuwpoort remained in 
Max Emmanuel’s hands. 

Bergeyck .and Max Emmanuel transferred what remained of the 
administration of the Bourbon south Netherlands to Mons. At Brussels an 
Anglo-Dutch condominium was established to administer Flanders, Brabant, 
and Limburg provisionally in the name of “Charles III’. The new royal 
council established in 1702 was promptly abolished and the three Habsburg 
‘Collateral Councils’ restored. British and Dutch garrisons were posted in 
all the main towns. Almost immediately the States of Holland also took 
steps to ensure the cancellation of Bergeyck’s tariffs and mercantilist 
measures.“ The old tariff list was reintroduced by the new Brussels regime 
as early as July 1706. But not satisfied with this, Holland subsequently 
arranged for ‘the 1680 list to be replaced with that of 1669 which was still 
more favourable to Dutch interests. If in the case of Portugal, in 1703, under 
the Methuen treaty, the British won most of the commercial advantages 
at the expense of the Dutch, under the arrangements imposed on Flanders and 
Brabant, in 1706, it was the Dutch who gained most in point of trade, as 
indeed was widely complained of in Britain.” 

‘Neither the allied garrisons, nor the new administrative, fiscal, and tariff 
arrangements, were to the liking of the Flemish and Brabantine towns. 
From: Mons,. Bergeyck skilfully played on the disaffection, building a 
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formidable web of .pro-Bourbon ‘conspiracy.*© Through collusion. with 
elements of the citizenry, the French succeeded in surprising, and seizing, 
both Ghent and Bruges in July: 1708. It cost Marlborough two. lengthy sieges 
before he regained the towns early in 1709. The Anglo-Dutch condominium 
restored its grip. But there are many indications that hostility to the allies 
in the Flemish and Brabant towns remained widespread down to, and after; 
the end of the war and that this became a factor in:weakening the Dutch, 
and strengthening the Austrian position, in the post-1713 negotiations to 
determine the future of the south Netherlands. 

At the end of the war Philip V remained on the throne of Spain. But the 
south Netherlands, after virtually two centuries, were detached from Spain 
and assigned to the Emperor albeit under various limitations to satisfy the 
Dutch and also Britain. The south thus now became the ‘Austrian Nether+ 
lands’. Under the Austro-Dutch treaty of Antwerp, of November'1715, the 
Emperor solemnly accepted Spain’s obligation to abide. by the treaty of 
Minster of 1648, including the closure of the Scheldt to maritime traffic, 
and the 1680 tariff list, an agreement which provided the basis for a renewed 
Dutch trade supremacy which was to continue for several decades.* 

Another major issue, of vital concern to the Dutch, settled through 
arduous negotiation at the end of the war, was that of-the restoration of the 
cordon of Dutch-garrisoned ‘Barrier’ towns. Under the treaty of. Antwerp, 
the Emperor agreed that he and the Republic would be jointly responsible 
for the defence of the Austrian. Netherlands, that the land would. be 
defended by a standing force of 35,000: Austrian and Dutch: troops in 
peacetime, of which 14,000, or two-fifths; would be Dutch, a considerable 
increase on: the numbers (around 8,000) of Dutch troops stationed in. the 
Barrier towns under the 1697 peace treaty. The States General, which took 
the view that the Grand Alliance of 1702 had together conquered .the 
Spanish Netherlands so that they should be a ‘rampart and Barrier: to 
separate France from the provinces of the States General’, had expected to 
obtain rights not only in the Barrier towns proper but. also at Ghent. and 
elsewhere in Flanders to secure their lines of communication, and extend 
their influence.” This, though, the Emperor resolutely opposed, backed. by 
the British, who were anxious to deny the Dutch control over the canal 
network linking Ostend, Bruges, and. Ghent, the chief artery: for British 
manufactures entering the south Netherlands. Nor did the Dutch obtain as 
many Barrier towns as they had hoped. The ‘Barrier’ of 1715 extended from 
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Map 15. The Dutch ‘Barrier’ in the Austrian Netherlands as agreed in 1715 


Veurne, near the coast, via Fort Knokke, Ieper, Waasten, Menin, and 
ournai, to Namur (see Map 15).* In these towns the States General were 
entitled to post military governors, and control the administration, but not 
to establish the. public practice of the Reformed faith. Protestant services 
were countenanced under the treaty only in private homes, on the same 
basis as.in the reign of Carlos-II. Finally, the Dutch were assigned an annual 
subsidy of-one and a quarter million guilders from the Austrian Netherlands 
revenues towards the upkeep of their Barrier garrisons. 

A further matter resolved through negotiation after the war was the future 
of the former Roermond quarter, or Overkwartier (Upper Gelderland), an 
area: retained ‘by. Spain in 1648 which was claimed by the Dutch but which 
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had been under Prussian occupation since 1702. Prussia, having annexed 
‘Moers and Lingen in 1702, seemed well on the way towards amassing an 
extensive territory in, and adjoining, the Low Countries, a prospect which 
caused the States General deep unease. But, here again, the Dutch were 
thwarted, the British, for their own reasons, supporting Prussia’s claims. 
Under the final partition, the Dutch acquired only Venlo and Stevensweert, 
with partial sovereignty over Roermond, the proviso in that city being that 
Catholic churches and property were to remain intact. Part of what 
remained went to Austria but most, including Geldern, was annexed to 
Prussia. 

The first governor-general of the Austrian Netherlands was Prince Eugene 
of Savoy, one of the outstanding men of the age, who held the post for a 
decade (1716-25). A famous soldier and administrator, he was also known 
as a connoisseur of art and books with a taste for the ideas of the Early 
Enlightenment. However, his influence in Brussels was limited since he was 
absent much of the time in Hungary, fighting the Turks. In contrast to the 
flurry of changes following the introduction of the Bourbon regime, in 1701, 
the transition to Austrian rule, in the years after 1713, brought little 
immediate alteration to the status quo reimposed by the Anglo-Dutch 
condominium in 1706, apart from somewhat more vigorous direction, from 
the court at Brussels, than had been the case under the Spanish regime after 
1659. 

Nevertheless, enthusiasm for the new regime rapidly cooled under the 
autocratic rule of Eugene’s lieutenant and minister plenipotentiary, the 
Italian Ercole di Turinetti, marquis de Prié. In the first place, the Barrier 
treaty itself was unpopular, being widely seen as the sacrificing, by the 
Emperor, of the interests of the southern provinces, for the sake of his wider 
statecraft and dynastic concerns.* The provisions regarding the Scheldt, and 
tariffs, were much disliked, as was the subsidy to the Dutch Republic. 
Secondly, the country rapidly tired of the Dutch and Austrian garrisons on 
its soil. Thirdly, under instructions from Vienna, Prié pushed hard on 
the fiscal front and was soon being accused of violating the privileges-of the 
towns. Disillusionment and fiscal pressure combined -led to a.series of 
disturbances in 1717-18 in Ghent, Antwerp, and.-especially Brussels, :in 
which resentment at high bread prices fuelled opposition to the Austrian 
authorities. There were several riots in which the residences of.a number. of 
Officials and grain merchants were pillaged. But the -unrest..frightened 
the civic élites and, with their support, the government quickly mastered the 
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situation, in the spring of 1719. The crack-down was relatively moderate, 
however, only a. handful of rioters being executed, together with one of the 
prime instigators of the unrest, Francois Anneessens. Some weeks later, Prié 
wrote triumphantly to Eugene that the ‘populace se tient fort en repos et n’a 
fait le moindre mouvement aprés qu'elle a été intimidée par cette exécu- 
tion’.* 

In the economic sphere,. the new regime steered a middle course, neither 
openly opposing, nor actively abetting, Dutch commercial dominance. The 
Emperor. was bound by treaty regarding the Scheldt estuary, and tariffs, and 
knew that any repudiation of these undertakings would destroy the whole 
basis of Austro-Dutch co-operation in. the Low Countries. Nevertheless, 
Eugene: and his successors did find ways to support the merchants and 
manufacturers of the south Netherlands. The most celebrated venture was 
the setting up, in December 1722, of the Imperial East India Company in 
the Austrian Netherlands, commonly known as the ‘Ostend Company’. The 
south’s merchants had been investing in East India voyages ever since 1714 
on a small scale; now, with official backing, they attempted to build 
something more substantial. In the mid- and late 1720s about a dozen ships 
sailed to Canton, for tea, and Bengal for silks and calicoes. Prince Eugene 
himself invested heavily in the enterprise. But the high hopes were soon 
soured. A mixture of commercial error and Anglo-Dutch counter-measures 
undermined the Company’s position and, in 1731, the Emperor, who then 
needed Anglo-Dutch support in the European arena, consented to suppress 
the Company. 

Eugene was succeeded by the Emperor’s elder sister, Maria Elisabeth 
(1725-41). This corpulent lady, sporting the famous Habsburg protruding 
chin, convened a meeting of the States General, in Brussels, at the outset of 
her term, which was to be the last in the Austrian Netherlands until the 
turmoil of 1789-90. She renewed the privileges of the southern provinces, 
confirming that it was not her, or her brother’s, purpose to alter the existing 
institutional framework in the land. But she came with decided ideas on 
religious and cultural matters and rapidly established a grander (and more 
expensive) court in Brussels than the south had seen since the mid-seven- 
teenth century. Maria Elisabeth aspired to be a new Isabella, an illustrious 
head, presiding over the life of the country, and a grand patroness of 
the arts. Certainly, a new era had begun but there were now neither the 
resources, nor the need, for an extensive programme of building, and 
the arts at Antwerp, Ghent, and Bruges were at low ebb. The age of Rubens 
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and Van Dyck had long since passed and so had their successors; in most 
respects, the south had become distinctly lack-lustre in painting and all the 
decorative arts. Nevertheless, Maria Elizabeth had -a: considerable impact. 
She introduced the stiff formalism of the. Viennese court and an array of 
Italian and central European artists and musicians who imparted a quite 
new tone to cultural life in the south. A particular favourite of the 
archduchess was the Brussels opera, founded in the time of Max Emmanuel, 
her taste being for Italian opera. Yet, few large projects of any sort were 
embarked on under Maria Elisabeth. Until:the 1750s, there was something 
distinctly provisional about: the courtly culture of the south. Even after the 
disastrous fire, in 1731, which destroyed the Burgundian-Habsburg palace 
in Brussels (and along with it several works of Rubens), the archduchess 
merely contemplated building a new palace without actually commissioning 
any building. 


TABLE 43. The governors-general of the Austrian Netherlands, . 1716-1794: : 


Governor or regent Relation to Austrian ruler Dates 

Prince Eugene of Savoy . . ‘ . ; ‘ 1716-25 
Archduchess Maria Elisabeth sister of Emperor Charles V1 1725-41 
Charles Alexandre of Lorraine _ brother-in-law of Maria Theresa” 1741-80 
Archduchess Maria Christina sister of Joseph II ‘* 1780-93 


Archduke Karl third son of Leopold II 1993-4 


It was, above all, in the sphere of religion and intellectual life that Maria 
Elisabeth made her presence felt. If, in the arts, she followed Eugene in 
promoting Italian and central European influence, in church and academic 
affairs she sharply reversed the pro-Jansenist intellectually liberal stance of 
her predecessor. Eugene had openly favoured the Jansenists and regalist 
Opposition to the papal claims set out in the Bull Unigenitus of 1713.% He 
had also protected the Leuven jurist Zeger Bernard van Espen (1646-1728), 
chief spokesman of the anti-ultramontane wing of the Catholic Church in 
the south Netherlands, whose tracts stressed the duty of Catholic princes to 
minimize the jurisdiction of external ecclesiastical authorities over their 
subjects. The archduchess, by contrast, guided by her Hungarian Jesuit 
confessor, Stephan Amiodt, who was continually at her side (even at the 
opera), pursued a rigidly anti-Jansenist, anti-regalist, pro-papal line.*’ She 
purged the university of Leuven with such vigour that Van Espen and a 
dozen other Jansenist academics were forced into exile in the United 
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Provinces, the traditional refuge of Jansenists. Several prelates and abbeys 
were investigated and disciplined. Censorship of books was tightened to try 
to shut out of the country the works of the early French Enlightenment as 
well as anything smacking of Jansenism or regalism. But her anti-Jansenist 
drive ended with her governorship. Under her‘successor, Charles Alexandre, 
Jansenism once again returned to favour at Brussels. .. 

Especially under Charles-Alexandre the central. administration of the 
Austrian Netherlands became more streamlined and the first moves were 
made towards institutional rationalization in some aspects of provincial and 
fiscal administration. While the: three Collateral Councils restored in 1706 
and again, after a brief attempt to do away with them, in 1725, remained in 
form, after 1740, the Council of State seldom met.and control passed 
definitively to a now reduced Secret Council consisting of six officials under 
the chairmanship of a chef-président.* This shift was part of a wider 
tendency, on the part of the Austrian regime, to dispense with the services 
of the local nobility and rely on professional officials.-The third body, the 
Council of Finance, remained unchanged, consisting of four officials under 
the treasurer-general. Ever more prominent at Brussels was the secretary of 
state and war, the governor-general’s powerful deputy and assistant. 

But if the central administration at Brussels became more compact, and 
professional, in the decades after 1715, it also became essentially functional 
in character, losing most of the former diplomatic and strategic importance 
it had retained from the days of Alva down to Max Emmanuel. This was 
one of the effects of another notable change—Charles VI’s decision, in 1717, 
to set up a council in Vienna charged with overseeing the administration of 
the Austrian Netherlands. This council remained: until.:1757; when its 
functions were transferred to the Imperial Court:Chancellery,: which conti- 
nued closely corresponding with, and supervising, officials in Brussels. . 

At provincial level, the changes were less obvious. The provincial States 
continued to meet and they retained their former functions, notably the 
right to grant the ruler subsidies and-oversee their collection. Nevertheless 
there was an unmistakable decline in their influence during the middle 
decades of the century, not least owing to the transfer of some of the former 
powers of the Brussels administration to Vienna, and the declining role.of 
the Brabant and Walloon nobility. In the case of the States of Flanders, the 
grip of the principal towns—Ghent and Bruges—was further weakened (a 
long-standing aim of the Brussels administration) by assigning increased 
representation in the States to the smaller towns of the province. suchas 
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Aalst, Kortrijk, and Dendermonde. The political leverage of Ghent and 
Bruges was indeed a mere vestige of what it had been in the sixteenth 
century. 

Under the Austrian regime, there were noteworthy changes in both 
administration and culture long before the more radical reforms, influenced 
by Enlightenment ideas, which the Emperor Joseph II introduced in the 
1780s. But the most striking signs of renewal and growth were to be seen in 
economic life and the expanding population. Where the north had been 
markedly more dynamic than the south, both economically and demo- 
graphically, during the first century after the Revolt, and both parts of the 
Netherlands slackened between 1672 and 1720, after around 1720 the south 
was more vigorous economically and demographically than the north (albeit 
lacking the north’s colonies and long-distance. commerce), the contrast 
becoming dramatic after 1740 when ‘rich trades’ and industry in the north 
entered their phase of almost complete collapse. 

Both parts of the Netherlands had sunk into a prolonged agricultural 
depression in the 1660s which then continued until deep into the eighteenth 
century. But whereas in Flanders and Austrian Brabant rural rents and land 
prices recovered strongly from. around 1720,° in the north agricultural 
recovery began much later, from only around 1750, and was also distinctly 
more hesitant. In Friesland and North Holland, for example, farm rents 
were still falling in the 1730s and 1740s. After 1720, the rural population of 
the south, in marked contrast to the north, began to grow steadily and 
relatively rapidly. In Flanders this growth was most marked where the linen 
‘industry was widespread, and was clearly stimulated by it. In several parts 
of the French-speaking area, notably around Charleroi, Liége, and Verviers, 
a slowly accelerating growth in woollen textiles, coal, and iron-working was 
taking place which was to culminate in the early nineteenth century in 
full-scale industrialization. In these regions too industry, here both rural and 
urban; stimulated population growth. Yet, in Austrian Brabant, where 
industrial activity was not a major factor, and where the already high level 
of crop yield ratios left little scope for any further increase in agricultural 
productivity, there was also a rapid, and sustained, increase in the popula- 
‘tion. 

«' But-neither the spread of rural industry, nor the growth of population, 
were signs of an improvement of living standards, or rising prosperity, for 
‘the mass of the rural and urban work-force. On the contrary, there are 
numerous indications of a general rise in poverty, and criminality linked to 
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rural poverty, in the south asin the north: That the growing population 
could be fed was in no small measure due to the potato, which began to be 
adopted in Flanders and Brabant in the early eighteenth century and became 
widespread in the middle decades." But the increasing use of the potato as 
the basis of poor.families’ subsistence, notably in the 1740s, when there was 
a sudden deterioration in conditions due to the onset.of the War of the 
Austrian Succession (1740-8), was seen as an unavoidable necessity, it would 
seem, a resort to a cheap staple consumed faute de mieux, rather than as an 
enhancement of diet. As in Ireland later, the potato in the eighteenth-century 
Austrian Netherlands was above all a means of ensuring a maximum rate of 
survival amidst depressed, even wretched living standards. 


NEUTRALITY AND DOMESTIC STABILITY, 1713-1746 


Once the War of the Spanish Succession was over, the States General lost 
no time in disbanding most of the Dutch army. Troop-strength felt from 
130,000, in 1712, to 90,000 in 1713, and 40,000 by 1715, the bulk of those 
retained being Dutch, Swiss, and Scots. What remained of the Dutch army 
once again settled down to an uneventful, sedentary life of garrison duty in 
the fortress towns of the south, the Generality Lands, and Gelderland. 

In itself, the reduction of the army to such levels represented no great 
change in the Republic’s history. After the peace of Minster, in 1648, the 
army had been cut, eventually, to little more than 30,000 men. Now, as then, 
the shrinkage had a seriously adverse effect on economic life in border areas, 
especially the Generality Lands and Gelderland. Yet, in another sense, the 
change was fundamental. For relative to other European armies, and the 
military capacity of other states, the army’s contraction marked a conclusive 
break with the past. Throughout the period from 1590 to 1713, in both 
peace and war, the United Provinces had, at all times, possessed one of the 
largest and most proficient armies in Europe. But after the treaty of Utrecht, 
the Dutch reversion to pre-1688 levels of peacetime spending and size of 
establishment, while Prussia, Austria, Britain, Russia, and other powers 
Maintained considerably larger armies than in the past, meant that the 
Republic assumed the status of a lesser power and ceased to carry the weight 
it had, only a few years before, in European affairs, though it is also true, 
as regards the period down to the 1750s, that historians have often tended 
to exaggerate the extent of this decline. The United Provinces were far from 
being the power that they had been before 1713 but, until the 1750s, 
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remained.a middle-ranking power of considerable importance in. European 
and world affairs. 

Military expenditure was cut drastically. Yet, the provinces’ public debt 
remained at an unprecedentedly high level while the provincial governments 
showed no inclination to increase taxation so as to be able to reduce the 
funded debt.. While the war of 1672-8 had left Holland with a public debt 
of 38 million guilders, by 1713 this had risen to a staggering 128 millions, a 
burden. which had a paralysing effect on the Republic’s. diplomacy and 
military establishment. This was part of the price for haying fought the 
War of the Spanish Succession principally on credit, avoiding large increases 
in taxation. Furthermore, the army cuts, and continuing high level of debt, 
provoked new inter-provincial tensions. For while Holland, Overijssel, and 
Gelderland (the province which benefited most from the presence of the 
garrisons) maintained their allocated quotas of troops, the rest unilaterally 
trimmed their respective portions of the army beyond what had been agreed, 
throwing more of the burden on to the provinces willing to: pay,. Friesland 
was especially obstreperous, complaining that her provincial quota in the 
Republic’s finances was too high, as indeed it was. The quota system had 
not. been altered since 1616. But since then Holland’s population and 
resources had increased in relation to Friesland, Zeeland, and Utrecht. 
Overijssel and Gelderland, by contrast, with their more vigorous demo- 
graphic growth since the late seventeenth century, were better placed to meet 
their quotas. Friesland’s payments fell far behind the province’s official 
contribution. ee 

It was against this background of unilateral, as well as collectively agreed, 
troop and financial cuts, massive public debt, complaints about quotas, and 
deteriorating co-operation between the provinces that (on the suggestion of 
Overijssel) a series of special gatherings of the States General were convened 
in the years 1716-17, to consider the state of the Union and proposals for 
reform. At the time (and since), these gatherings were called the second 
Great Assembly, though strictly speaking the gatherings of 1716-17 were 
never anything other than extraordinary meetings of the States General 
while, in concept, the Great Assembly of 1651 had been supposed to be a 
congress of the provincial assemblies. But, certainly, the gatherings of 
1716-17 were the second Great Assembly in the sense of being only the 
second general review of the functioning of the Union and the state of 
co-operation between the provinces. 

A leading part in the proceedings was played by Simon van Slingelandt 
(1664-1736), since 1690 secretary of the Raad van State, a vigorous 
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administrator from a prominent Dordrecht regent family, his father being a 
cousin of Johan de Witt. Although his family had in the past been States 
party, Van Slingelandt largely detached himself from the ideological blocs, 
making a point of adopting a neutral position. During the war, he had 
worked closely with Heinsius and subsequently emerged as the chief figure 
in Generality politics after the Pensionary himself. 

Van Slingelandt, with his: wide experience of Generality affairs, was well 
placed to evaluate the structure and institutions of the Union from a 
collective, rather than purely provincial point of view. He and the Raad 
showered the States General with memoranda and proposals for institu- 
tional reform.® Van Slingelandt also sharply criticized the general trend of 
policy since 1713, arguing that the reductions in the Republic’s military and 
naval strength had been so far-reaching as seriously to weaken its influence 
in international affairs. He insisted that the Generality was now too weak 
and co-operation between the provinces wholly inadequate. One of his 
arguments was that in the early years of the Republic majority voting 
among the provinces, in the States General, had been more common than 
it now was, the tendency towards greater provincial particularism exerting 
a debilitating effect on the Generality.” The Political Discourses which Van 
Slingelandt composed at this time—though not published until 1784—reveal 
not only a remarkably detailed knowledge of the history and institutions of 
the Republic since 1572 but genuine reverence. for the constitutional 
traditions and principles of the United Provinces. He saw the Revolt against 
Spain as the vital step by which the Dutch had become a ‘free people and 
free government’ and as being the key to restoring the crumbling republic 
of his own day. The United Provinces were declining, in his view, because 
they were betraying those first principles, moving towards a sterile emphasis 
on provincial particularism which was the one part of the legacy of Grotius 
and De Witt of which he disapproved. What Van Slingelandt wanted was 
to revert to the stronger Raad van State and Generality concept, which he 
believed had: prevailed until perverted by the unfortunate English inter- 
ference of 1585, which had introduced two English ministers on to the 
Raad.® He urged the provinces to vest more authority in the Generality, 
reform: the Generality’s finances, and restore the Republic as a leading 
military and naval power, while at the same time reducing the public debt.” 
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But, though there was much debate, in the end the efforts of Van 
Slingelandt, the Raad van State, and the second Great Assembly came to 
nothing. In effect, the assembly was a decisive defeat for those who wished 
to reshape the United Provinces into a more integrated federal entity. 
Several lesser provinces took the view that they were already unfairly treated 
in decision-making and the matter of quotas, and were more interested in 
expedients to check Holland’s preponderance than in enhancing it by 
strengthening the Generality. At the same time, the humiliation of 1712-13 
rankled and helped to generate neutralist sentiment. The one major decision 
to emerge from the debates of the second Great Assembly was to reduce the 
army by another 6,000 men (mostly Swiss), bringing Dutch troop-strength 
down from 40,000 to 34,000 men.” 

Those who aspired to rebuild the Republic’s military and naval might— 
Heinsius, Van Slingelandt, and Van Duivenvoorde, a leading figure in the 
Holland ridderschap—saw its military role as essentially still a check to 
French expansionism combining this with a pro-British, but not necessarily 
Orangist, stance.”’ Britain encouraged the States General to continue 
playing an active role in European diplomacy and power politics, seeing this 
as a means of extending British leverage in Europe. Thus, it was partly 
under British pressure that the United Provinces almost entered the so- 
called Quadruple Alliance of 1718 aimed at checking Spanish Bourbon 
ambitions. The resolution to join the Quadruple Alliance gained a majority 
in the States of Holland and passed in the States General by five provinces 
to two, over the objections of Zeeland and Utrecht.” But Amsterdam, 
deeply concerned about the sluggish revival of Dutch trade with Spain and 
Spanish America, since 1713, and the deterioration of Dutch commerce 
generally, opposed joining a European coalition against Spain. The domi- 
nant faction in the Amsterdam vroedschap, led by Burgomaster Nicolaas 
van Bambeeck (1665-1722), was at odds with Heinsius and Van Slingelandt 
and wished to distance the Republic from Britain. Amsterdam had her way. 

Keen interest was taken in the election of a successor to. Heinsius, as 
Pensionary of Holland, after his death in 1720, not only among the rival 
blocs in the States but also in foreign capitals. The man favoured by 
Heinsius’ friends, Van Slingelandt, was regarded as the ‘British’ candidate, 
the man who stood for greater Dutch participation in the international 
arena. His rival, backed by Amsterdam and the faction in the Holland 
ridderschap \ed by the heer van Noordwijk (which opposed Van Duiven- 
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voorde), was Isaac van Hoornbeeck, Pensionary of Rotterdam, who was 
also the choice of the French.” Hoornbeeck was an competent regent 
administrator, a Voetian and former Orangist with little experience, or 
knowledge, of foreign affairs. He was chosen in preference to Van Slinge- 
landt because he could be relied on to depart from the tradition of Heinsius 
and stick to non-intervention abroad. 

Between the death of Johan Willem Friso, in 1711, and the early 1720s, 
Orangism was a latent, rather than active, force in Dutch politics. For the 
moment, the old rivalry between the party-factions had become less acute. 
Even so, in the years after 1713, there was a noticeable reaction against the 
republican tendencies of the post-1702 period. This was particularly evident 
in Gelderland, where. the position of ‘Old Crew’ regents, and ridderschap, 
became stronger after 1713, and in 1717 the States of Gelderland abolished 
the rule that members of the town councils had to be re-elected every three 
years by the gemeenslieden, which marked the final defeat of the anti-Oran- 
gist, democratic. forces which had plunged the province in turmoil in the 
years 1702-8. In 1718, the now 7-year-old Prince of Orange was designated 
future Stadholder of Friesland and, the following year, of Groningen. In 
1722, he was also designated by the States of Drenthe, and: Orangists in 
Gelderland urged that the States of Gelderland should follow. This was an 
important development because for the first time it was proposed that the 
Frisian stadholderate ought now to be merged with the lapsed stadholderate 
in the other provinces. The States of Holland, Zeeland, and Overijssel 
intervened to stiffen the opposition of the anti-Orangists in Gelderland, 
warning that designation of a new Stadholder of Gelderland would sow 
division in the United Provinces generally. The States of Gelderland ignored 
this, however, and proclaimed the Prince future ‘Stadholder of Gelderland’ 
but, at the same time, drew up new ‘instructions’ assigning their future 
Stadholder only a fraction of the authority which William III had possessed 
under the reglement of 1675."4 

The Stadholder of Gelderland, under the ‘instructions’ of 1722, wielded 
little. influence over the gemeenslieden in town council elections, appoint- 
ments at provincial or quarter level, or selection of Gelderland’s repre- 
sentatives on Generality committees. Even so, Gelderland’s decision caused 
widespread unease amongst the regents. The States of Utrecht reaffirmed 
their resolutions of 1651 and 1702 to dispense with their stadholderate. 
Holland adopted a resolution, in March 1723, subsequently backed by 
Zeeland, Utrecht, and Overijssel, undertaking to co-operate with other 
provinces, and quarter-assemblies, to maintain the Stadholderless regime. 
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Until the mid-1720s, the regime of the Holland regents was relatively 
secure internally, and internationally, and could still count on Holland’s 
great commercial, industrial, and financial strength. In the mid-1720s, 
however, Holland’s regent leadership came under the treble pressure of 
reviving Orangism, rising international tension, and the progressive crum- 
bling of the Dutch overseas trading system. Between 1713 and 1725, the 
Republic’s slack and passive defensive posture, its small army and neglected 
fortifications, had rested on the premiss of French exhaustion and Austrian 
friendship. But in the later 1720s, the United Provinces entered a highly 
uncertain situation. There was increasing frustration at Austria’s trimming 
what the Dutch claimed were their rights in the south Netherlands and 
concerning the Ostend Company. This set the Republic against the new 
alliance of Spain and Austria (1725). But at the same time, there were 
worries that the rival European coalition of Britain, France, and Prussia 
would not only confront the Emperor but favour the claims of the king of 
Prussia, against those of his rival, the Elector of the Palatinate, in the new 
Jiilich-Berg Succession crisis. From 1725, the States General were deeply 
uneasy lest Prussia should acquire Jiilich-Berg. 

Although British and French diplomats habitually viewed the proceedings 
in the States of Holland, and States General, in terms of whether they were 
favourable to Britain or France, Dutch attitudes, and the Dutch predica- 
ment, had basically very little to do with partiality for either. The real Dutch 
dilemma in Europe was how best to protect Dutch interests in the south 
Netherlands, and prevent the region becoming an economic competitor to 
the Republic, and, at the same time, prevent Prussia annexing not only 
Julich and Berg but the accompanying lordship of Ravenstein, enclaved 
within northern Brabant. Three Dutch territories—Maastricht, Venlo, and 
Roermond—were already separated, and enclaved, within Prussian territory 
(see Map 15) through Prussia’s acquisition of most of Upper Gelderland. 
Prussia was also tightening her links with Emden and East Friesland from 
where the subjects of the king of Prussia plied their long-distance trade with 
West Africa and the Caribbean in rivalry with the Dutch. If Prussia, in 
addition, seized Jiilich, Berg, and Ravenstein, not only would Friedrich 
Wilhelm, with his superior army, dispose of an expanded mass of territory 
down. the eastern side of the Low Countries but yet another slice of the 
Generality Lands would be enclaved within Prussia. Dutch anxieties were 
heightened, in. October 1726, when the Prussian king switched alliances, and 
signed a pact with the Emperor, hoping by this means to strengthen his 
hand in Jiilich-Berg.’” 
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The Republic had no alternative but: to re-enter the European arena as a 
substantial power. In 1726, the States General decided to join the Alliance 
of Hanover, endeavouring, by this means, to check both Austria and 
Prussia. Holland and the lesser provinces agreed to enlarge the Dutch army 
by 20,000 men, and by 1727 had brought effective troop strength up to 
54,000.” When Hoornbeeck died, in 1727, the prevailing view was that a 
stronger and more prestigious Pensionary was now required. Van Slinge- 
landt was elected Hoornbeeck’s successor as Pensionary of Holland in 
preference to a more committed anti-Orangist republican candidate, the 
Dordrecht regent Francois Teresteyn van Halewijn (who, it was feared, 
would prove divisive), but only after giving verbal assurances to the States 
party-faction that he would work to block the Prince of Orange and his 
supporters. Having thrown in his lot with the republicans, he gained the 
support of Jan Hendrik van Wassenaar van Obdam (1683-1745), leader of 
the ridderschap and a key anti-Orangist. Thus, a politician with little 
ideological commitment to the “True Freedom’ of De Witt, formerly 
inclined to believe that the Republic needed an ‘illustrious head’, became, 
in terms of practical politics, the leader of the States party-faction.” 

As tension rose around the borders, and internationally, and the trading 
system faltered, party-faction strife intensified internally. The Prince of 
Orange, William IV (1711-51), came of age, at 18, in 1729, and was duly 
proclaimed Stadholder of Friesland, Groningen, Drenthe, and Gelderland. 
Latterly, he had been studying at the universities of Franeker and Utrecht, 
as his father had before him; but now he took up residence in the Prinsenhof, 
at Leeuwarden,. and commenced playing an active political part. Anxious to 
check his rise, the Holland regents barred him from the Raad van State and 
other sources of influence. But little by little the Orangist cause gained 
ground. A development which distinctly raised the temperature was the 
agreement reached in Berlin, in 1732, ending the thirty-year-old dispute 
between the Frisian branch of the House of Orange-Nassau and the king of 
Prussia, who was now increasingly at odds with the Holland regents.” 
Under the compromise, William IV accepted Prussia’s acquisition of Lingen 
and Moers, and abandoned all rights and claims to William III’s legacy in 
Germany. The Prussian king reciprocated by abandoning his claims to the 
Orange-Nassau legacy in both the United Provinces and Austrian Nether- 
lands. The problem of titles was solved by agreeing that both the king and 
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Frisian Stadholder, and subsequently their respective heirs, should have the 
right to call themselves ‘Prince of Orange’. 

The settlement signed in Berlin raised the spectre. of future political 
collaboration between the Frisian Stadholder and king of Prussia against 
the Holland regents. An added worry in Zeeland was that the removal of 
Prussian objections opened the way for the Prince to claim the political 
functions in Zeeland attached to his possession of the marquisate of 
Flushing and Veere.” After William III’s death, the States of: Zeeland had 
discussed proposals to appropriate the marquisate, and political rights of 
the Prince of Orange separate from the stadholderate, in Zeeland, by 
purchase. This had been resisted by the States of Friesland as well as the 
Zeeland Orangists.® But now the matter became urgent. Zeeland offered the 
Prince 250,000 guilders for the rights; but he refused to sell. The States then 
insisted, purchasing compulsorily and depositing the money, in the Prince’s 
name, in the Middelburg Bank. 

No less worrying, from a political, and ideological, point of view, than the 
Prince’s bargain with Berlin was his interest in marrying the daughter of the 
king of England. When the British court first raised this possibility, in 1728, 
Van Slingelandt reacted so negatively that the project was shelved for 
several years.*' But the Hanoverian dynasty in Britain was none too secure 
in the affections of its English and Scots subjects, nor secure internationally. 
The Jacobite rising of 1715 had been suppressed, but a further. Jacobite 
revolt seemed a real possibility; moreover, Spain and Austria were courting 
the Jacobites. In this situation, the idea of building on the traditions of 
William III, and the Glorious Revolution, was attractive to the British court 
and Parliament, especially as a marriage between George II’s daughter, 
Anne, and the Prince of Orange could be expected to strengthen British 
influence in the United Provinces and, through the Dutch, in Europe. 

For precisely these reasons the prospect of the Prince concluding such a 
marriage alliance was extremely disagreeable to Van Slingelandt, Amster- 
dam, and the Holland regents generally. But by 1733 there was nothing 
more they could do to prevent it. The wedding of the Prince and Anne 
of Hanover (1709-59) was celebrated at St James’s Palace, in London, 
in March 1734. Holland, and the majority in the States General, re- 
solved that the marriage should be marked in the Republic with as little 
ceremony as possible, contenting themselves with merely congratulating 
George II on choosing as a home for his royal daughter a ‘free republic such 
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as ours’. On their arrival in the United Provinces, the newly wedded pair 
were coolly received at The Hague and Amsterdam, finding a- warmer 
welcome only on reaching Friesland. To her dismay, the British Princess 
Royal, daughter of the monarch of what was now the proudest and richest 
empire in the world, found herself marooned in: a minuscule court, at 
Leeuwarden, surrounded by décor and an establishment which she deemed 
infinitely beneath her station. Her isolation in Friesland was to last thirteen 
years. 

Van Slingelandt remained what the French called ‘le premier homme de 
la République’. The United Provinces had enlarged their forces and adopted 
a more purposeful stance. But despite his energy and resolution, Van 
Slingelandt found himself powerless either :to rebuild the Republic’s army 
and navy'on a sound basis or to carry through the basic reforms for which 
he had so long pressed. The crisis of the Dutch trading system, and 
crumbling of Holland’s urban economy, in progress since the 1720s, was:a 
permanent structural change which destroyed Holland’s economic vitality 
and capacity to cope with the financial commitments with which her 
previous great-power status, and European concerns, had saddled her."? 
From the 1720s the main Holland towns, and their trade and industry, 
rapidly declined in absolute as well as relative terms. Amsterdam was, in 
some respects, less severely affected than other towns. But this served only 
to create friction within Holland as the more rapidly. declining towns, 
especially Dordrecht and Haarlem, tried to induce Amsterdam to shoulder 
more of the fiscal burden.™ 

The stronger political leadership provided by Van Slingelandt did ame- 
liorate the situation in one respect, lessening the rift between Amsterdam 
and the other main Holland towns. But the Republic’s economic and 
financial difficulties proved insuperable, blocking all prospect of revival. The 
only major reform carried through during Van Slingelandt’s term as 
Pensionary (1727-36) was the revising of Holland’s Verponding, the prov- 
ince’s main direct tax on houses and land. The registers had not been revised 
for a century, since 1632; given that Amsterdam had grown more than other 
cities since then, the existing assessments assigned a disproportionately small 
share of the burden to Amsterdam. Van Slingelandt induced Amsterdam to 
consent to revision of the urban Verponding—the registers for the country- 
side .were ‘left unchanged—by underlining the dire financial: situation in 
which the Republic now found itself and promising that the States: would 
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give more vigorous support to efforts to suppress the Ostend Company.*’ So 
fragile were the Republic’s finances that despite the continuing tension with 
Prussia. and Austria, Holland decided, in January 1733, to prune the army 
back by 10,000 men, over the objections of Gelderland.and Overijssel. 
Though this decision had to be cancelled, owing to the outbreak of the War 
of the Polish Succession (1733-5), and the generally. precarious situation in 
Europe, the financial, political, military, and naval paralysis of the Republic 
was becoming more evident with every year that passed. 

Following Van Slingelandt’s death, in 1736, it took months of canvassing 
and intrigue in the States of Holland before a new Pensionary emerged in 
the shape of Anthonie van der Heim (1737-46), a nephew of Heinsius.:Van 
der Heim sprang from the same élite of senior Generality functionaries :as 
his predecessor, and had been his successor as treasurer-general :of the 
Generality. Remarkably, before his appointment as Pensionary he had never 
once attended a meeting of the States of Holland. A notable feature of his 
instructions as Pensionary, of February 1737, was the stipulation by the 
States, for the first time in writing, that their Pensionary must strive to 
uphold the Stadholderless form of the regime, Van Slingelandt having had 
to do so only verbally.® 

Van der Heim was very much a compromise candidate, intended to 
mitigate friction between the ideological blocs and provinces. He. was a 
competent administrator and possessed a good: knowledge.of the Republic’s 
institutions and procedures. He boasted ties. with all groupings, though 
Amsterdam considered him too pro-British and his wife came from a Frisian 
noble family with close links with the Stadholder’s court. Yet compromise 
candidates often serve merely to perpetuate deadlock and so. it proved in 
this case, at least until 1742. 

By 1737, there was a widespread expectation of further economic decay 
and an Orangist revival. Such serious problems of urban deterioration 
flowed from the structural difficulties of commerce and industry. (see 
pp. 1006-8 below) that a deep social,.and political, frustration was becom- 
ing prevalent amongst the common people of Holland. Memories of 
William III’s regime were fading and it was natural to pin the blame for the 
‘growing economic difficulties.on the regents who had now. controlled the 
Republic for a third of a century. Whether, as some. historians -have 
argued,*’ there had also been a marked deterioration in the:quality of regent 
‘government, with:a noticeable increase-in corruption and nepotism in public 
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life (which may be doubted), it is certainly the case that the cities of Holland 
and Zeeland were in the grip of a profound malaise stemming from the fact 
that the ‘rich trades’ and: industry, and therefore the whole basis of Dutch 
primacy in world trade, and the prosperity of the Golden Age, had been 
irretrievably undermined. It was also undeniable that the provincial States, 
and States General, had lapsed into.a sterile state of deadlock and that the 
standing of the United Provinces internationally had greatly diminished. If 
republicans had previously argued, with justification, that the Republic’s 
greatest prosperity had occurred under the First Stadholderless regime, 
Orangists could now just as convincingly maintain that it was under the 
Second Stadholderless regime that the Republic’s commerce and industry 
had crumbled to the point that the cities of Holland were in steep decline. 
What remained in the ideological arsenal of the republicans was their 
claim to be the protectors of ‘freedom’. Under De Witt, the ‘True Freedom’ 
had. comprised, essentially, two elements: the upholding of a measure of 
religious and intellectual toleration and the principle that power is more 
responsibly wielded, and more likely to be exercised in accordance with the 
true interest of the state, if dispersed, with the dynastic element, inherent in 
the stadholderate, removed. Now. a third element was added in a posthu- 
mous book, on freedom in civil society, by the fervently anti-Orangist regent 
Levinus Ferdinand de Beaufort (1675-1730), a former member of the 
Zeeland Gecommitteerde Raden, published at Leiden in 1737. De Beaufort 
claimed that the States party were also the upholders of civil freedom and 
the dignity of the individual.** De Beaufort’s book was fiercely attacked by 
Orangist writers, which in turn provoked several further republican works 
maintaining that ‘freedom’ was indeed the central principle of the Republic 
and that the Stadholders had always threatened this freedom, reminding 
readers that William III had usurped an unacceptable measure of power.” 
Thus, the regime of the regents became gradually more vulnerable in the 
years preceding the outbreak of the general European War of the Austrian 
Succession (1740-8). The United Provinces may have done nothing to 
provoke this great European conflict, and harboured a strong desire to stay 
neutral, yet they were bound in some degree to become embroiled, since in 
the 1740s the Republic was still an integral part of Europe’s system of 
alliances and a key arena in Europe’s diplomacy. With the entry of Britain 
into the war in 1744, all four of the Republic’s powerful neighbours were 
fighting each other, with Austria aligned with Britain, and Prussia with 
France. With the United Provinces saddled with incontrovertible treaty 
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obligations to defend the Austrian Netherlands against France in conjunc- 
tion with Britain, the diplomatic pressures became intense. France promised 
to renew the Franco-Dutch commercial agreement of 1739 (which was 
highly favourable to the Dutch) if the Republic ignored its obligations to 
Austria and Britain. But a majority of the States of Holland, and States 
General, did not believe it prudent to break the Republic’s undertakings, or 
woo France at the cost of incurring the wrath of both the king of England 
and Austria. The States General, in September 1741, rejected the French 
offer. 

Being pressured by four warring great powers, which were all neighbours, 
was disquieting in the extreme, but at least the Republic’s predicament 
temporarily cured the political paralysis into which it had lapsed. In March 
1742, the States General agreed to expand the army by 20,000 men and, 
soon after, to cope with the cost without further exacerbating the Republic’s 
swollen public debt, by introducing a new form of tax, the Personeel 
Quotisatie of 1742, a notable early instance of income tax: (albeit not 
intended to be permanent) imposed on all annual incomes in Holland higher 
than 600 guilders, the rough dividing-liné between the artisan and the 
modestly affluent. By 1743, the army had been brought up to 84,000 men.” 

Throughout the war the Republic continued paying military subsidies to 
Austria, for the defence of the south Netherlands, under the terms of ‘the 
treaties. With its measures of 1742-3, the Republic showed that it was still 
a power of some consequence in European affairs. But by meeting its treaty 
obligations to Austria and Britain, the Republic also placed itself in an 
untenable, even absurd, position in the southern Netherlands. In fact, for 
much of the war, the Dutch had more troops garrisoning the country than 
did either the Austrians or British. It was inevitable that the United 
Provinces, while not formally at war with France, should be dragged into 
the thick of the conflict. France, naturally enough, regarded the Dutch 
Barrier garrisons as a vital part of both Austria’s defences and Britain’s 
continental posture. 

The fact that the States General, and Dutch army, had no desire to fight 
the French only rendered them a soft target for the latter while simulta- 
neously poisoning relations between the Dutch and their allies.°' When the 
French advanced in 1744, the Dutch garrison at Menen (Menin) put up only 
a feeble defence, surrendering after a week, while that at Ieper capitulated 
after nine days. In April 1745, the French again invaded, this time via 
Mauberge, setting siege to the 7,000 poorly prepared Dutch troops holding 
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Tournai. A joint Anglo-Dutch-Austrian army then advanced to relieve 
Tournai, precipitating a full-scale battle at Fontenoy (11 May 1745) in 
which the French were victorious, the British attributing the allies’ defeat 
(not entirely unreasonably) to the ‘degeneracy of the Dutch troops’.” The 
French then captured Tournai, Ghent, and Ostend in rapid succession. 

The subsequent outbreak of the Third Jacobite Rebellion in Scotland and 
the Highlanders’ invasion of England (backed by a small French force) 
caused panic in London and the withdrawal, before the end of the year, not 
only of most of the British troops in the Austrian Netherlands but also some 
of the Dutch, so as to make up the 6,000-man expeditionary force the 
Republic was obliged, under the terms of the Anglo-Dutch alliance, to send 
in support of the regime, to Britain.” 

During 1746, the French occupied Brussels and Antwerp and, after their 
further victory at Recour, practically all of the Austrian Netherlands except 
Luxemburg. Then, in April 1747, the French government, as a warning to 
the United Provinces to desist from their armed support for Britain and 
Austria, sent a comparatively small army of 20,000 men into States 
Flanders, seizing Hulst, Axel, and Sas van Gent. The French intended no 
more than a minor operation in pursuit of specific diplomatic and political 
goals. There can have been little inkling in Paris, London, or The Hague of 
its imminent vast and spectacular consequences. For whilst the States 
General tried to organize an effective defence, expanding the Dutch army to 
95,000 men,™ the people became greatly agitated. The prevailing mood 
turned strongly against the regents. The Dutch Republic was about to 
become the only European country to undergo a full-scale revolution in the 
middle of the eighteenth century. 
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ECONOMIC DECLINE—RELATIVE AND ABSOLUTE 


ost fundamental changes in Dutch society during the eighteenth 

century were consequences of the faltering of the Dutch overseas 
trading system—and the industries and fisheries tied to it. Throughout the 
Golden Age, since 1590, the phases of the overseas trading system had been 
the chief factor shaping population distribution, urbanization, employment, 
prosperity, poverty, and urban vitality generally, and this was equally true 
during the latter phases of the Republic’s economic and social development, 
beginning with the collapse of Dutch world trade primacy, in the decades 
1720-40. ; 

After reaching its zenith in the period 1647-72, the Dutch world trade 
system had evolved through several phases, weakening slowly but largely 
continuing to function.' It is true that some key ‘rich trades’ of the Golden 
Age, such as the Levant and Guinea traffic, dwindled disastrously after 
1688, the year which marked the definitive end of Dutch economic expan- 
sion. The Spanish American trade, flourishing in the 1690s, suffered severe 
contraction after 1700. But such setbacks, serious though they were, were 
partially compensated for by the continuing vitality of Dutch commerce 
within northern Europe, bolstered by further technical and industrial 
improvements, maintaining the technological lead over most of the rest of 
Europe. The number of industrial mills on the Zaan continued to increase 
until around 1720. Many Dutch export industries—Delftware, tobacco- 
processing, sugar-refining, paper, sail-canvas, Gouda pipes, silk, cotton, and 
linen—continued to expand during the first quarter of the new century. The 
United Provinces, rather than Britain, was still the world’s technological 
showcase down to around 1740, and the technical gap between the Dutch 
economy and those of neighbouring countries remained considerable.’ At 
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the same time, the VOC maintained its lead as the foremost European 
commercial organization trading in Asia, again down to the 1720s. 

A description of Holland written by a Languedoc priest, Pierre Sartre, in 
1719, gives a vivid impression of the country, as it seemed to an outsider, 
at the last point at-which the economic system of the Golden Age was still 
functioning. What struck him: above all. was that ‘dans ce pays tout ‘est 
nouveaw’.> Novelty, innovation, cleanliness, prosperity,.the magnificence of 
the towns, and relative absence of poverty compared to neighbouring 
countries: these were the hallmarks of Dutch society around '1720. Zaan- 
dam, Europe’s first ‘real industrial zone, in the sense of being an area where 
industry was overwhelmingly the main activity, struck him as truly ‘merveil- 
leux’.4 He reports that there were: then reckoned to be 1,200 industrial 
windmills in operation on the. Zaan—the real number was nearer half 
that—expressing his admiration for the speed with which ‘the new timber 
saws cut planks. 

But. the. situation :changed radically during the second quarter of the 
century.’ During the 1720s set in an accelerating collapse of most of the ‘rich 
trades’ and consequently: of most:.export-orientated industry,. as well as a 
disastrous contraction in the fisheries, which marks the end of the economic 
system of the Golden Age..Amsterdam merchants rapidly lost their pre- 
viously extensive leverage: over large areas of international commerce. 
Amsterdam's processing industries were devastated. The, number of tobacco- 
processing plants:in the city shrank from around thirty in 1720—half of 
them Jewish-owned—to only eight-by 1751. The number of cotton presses 
slumped from eighty, in 1700, to twenty-one by 1770, and only twelve by 
1796. The recently flourishing silk industry fell into decay. 

The shrinkage of activity at Amsterdam, however, was slight compared 
with the harsh contraction, verging on disintegration, of the urban economy 
elsewhere. Leiden’s vitality was destroyed in the 1720s and 1730s. Output of 
Leiden fine cloth plunged from.25,000 rolls yearly, in 1700, to only 8,000 by 
the late 1730s, owing essentially to failure to sell in what previously had been 
the three principal markets—France, Spain, and Ottoman Turkey.° Leiden’s 
second main export product of the Golden Age, camlets, plunged from 
36,900 pieces annually, .in 1700, to just 12,600 by 1750, and a pitiful 3,600 
by 1770—scarcely 10 per cent of the level of production of seventy years 
before,” Nor was the position better at Haarlem, where the fine linen and 
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bleaching industries disintegrated in the 1730s and' 1740s, the number of 
major linen firms falling in twelve years from seven to three.’ Salt-refining 
at Enkhuizen, Dordrecht, and Zierikzee collapsed: by the 1740s, Dutch 
exports of refined salt were down to only. one-fifth of the level of the late 
seventeenth century. At Zierikzee, where-forty salt-boiling kettles were in 
operation in the mid-seventeenth century, only nine still functioned by 1750. 
On the Zaan, whale oil, sail-canvas, rope-making, and shipbuilding were all 
in steep decline by the 1750s. Total Dutch exports of tobacco.in processed 
form, including snuff, plummeted. 

Nor was the collapse confined to Holland and Zeeland. During the second 
half of the seventeenth century, much of the Dutch inland economy had also 
become harnessed to the overseas trading system and, despite the much 
lower wages prevailing in these areas, it was inevitable that they should be 
dragged down too. The Twenthe linen-weaving industry, flourishing in the 
last quarter of the seventeenth century and first quarter of the eighteenth, 
fell back in the 1720s, recovered somewhat temporarily (when the War of 
the Austrian Succession paralysed the linen output of Silesia), and then 
disintegrated in the 1750s and 1760s.? In north Brabant, the linen-weaving 
industry first reacted to the challenge of rapidly rising output in neighbour- 
ing Flanders and Westphalia by switching to technically more complex 
fabrics, a mixed linen and cotton weave, but, after 1740, textile activity at 
Helmond, and nearby, rapidly decayed.'"° The disintegration of the inland 
linen-weaving industry had a paralysing effect on economic and social life 
in large areas of Overijssel and north Brabant. Harlingen, the main 
industrial town in Friesland, survived slightly longer but also entered into 
steep decline after 1750. 

It is often assumed that even if the ‘rich trades’ and industry collapsed, 
the bulk-carrying trade at any rate survived intact, so that an important part 
of the seventeenth-century economy continued as before. But this is a 
misconception. The apparent buoyancy of the Dutch Baltic grain and 
timber traffic in the middle decades of the eighteenth century stemmed from 
the rise in the number of small vessels employed in this traffic, sailing from 
Friesland and the Wadden Islands.'’ The main Dutch bulk-carrying traffic, 
based on Holland, and using larger ships, contracted sharply as Dutch 
herring, salt, and wine exports all dwindled. The impact of this contraction 
on Holland’s secondary ports was devastating. The Hoorn bulk-carrying 
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fleet shrank from around 10,700 lasts, in the 1680s, to a mere 1,856 lasts in 
the 1730s, and only 1,201 lasts by the 1750s." Enkhuizen,. ruined by the 
collapse of the herring fishery and bulk-carrying, was a mere shadow of its 
former self. Even Rotterdam,.the Dutch city which coped best with the 
situation, suffered a 30-per-cent decline in its main business, the carrying of 
French wine, between 1720 and 1760." 

The only expanding sector.of Dutch overseas trade in the eighteenth 
century was in imports, and:re-exports, of sugar, coffee, tobacco, tea, and 
cacao from the Americas and the Far East. The Republic, like every 
European country, including Austria and Finland, experienced a massive 
increase in consumption of these products, sugar consumption increasing by 
several times, owing to changes of habit and fashion. Moreover, because the 
Republic served as the gateway to the Rhineland and the interior of much 
of Germany, its levels of imports and exports benefited from this even more 
than did those of other countries. Yet despite this huge injection of fresh 
volume, levels of imports and exports at Amsterdam, where most of the new 
trade was drawn, failed to rise. The nominal value of imports and exports 
at Amsterdam remained static in the eighteenth century," an age when the 
commerce of Britain, France, Russia, Prussia, Sweden, and indeed all the 
others bloated by the new consumables, rose by between two-and-a-half and 
five times. This means that Amsterdam’s share of international trade 
slumped to a tiny fraction of what it had been before 1720, the vast influx 
of sugar, tea, and coffee being counter-balanced by the collapse of the 
strands of commerce the Dutch had formerly dominated. Moreover, a large 
proportion of the new commerce in tropical products was carried in British, 
French, Swedish, and other foreign vessels, to and from the Dutch entrepdt, 
rather than in Dutch. On top of which a price had to be paid for the new 
habits of consumption, not least in the shape of diminished demand for 
home-produced beer and imported wine (see Table 45). 

The decline of the old Baltic carrying traffic was less abrupt—and less 
specific to the period 1720-50-—than the collapse of the ‘rich trades’ and 
disintegration of Dutch industry, but it was no less absolute than decline in 
these other areas and no less destructive of the urban vitality of Dutch 
civilization. The waning of bulk-carrying, of course, inevitably brought with 
it the decline of shipbuilding. The Zaan shipbuilding industry, after growing 
rapidly in the first half of the seventeenth century, and attaining its most 
flourishing period—like the Dutch overseas trading system as a whole—in 
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the period 1647-~-88,. began‘to decline in the.1690s. The number of seagoing 
ships being built-remained impressive down to the 1720s; ebbed markedly 
during the middle decades of the century—albeit with a temporary revival 
during the War of the Austrian Succession when the Dutch carried: much of 
the colonial produce of France—and then plunged to minimal levels in the 
1790s.'5 The number of shipyards on the Zaan fell from-over forty, in 1690, 
to twenty-seven by the 1730s, and twenty-three by 1750.:Still more specta- 
cular, and even more conclusive, was the disastrous fall in the volume of the 
timber trade on the Zaan, the number of timber auctions falling from: over 
thirty per year, around 1720, to under ten by the 1760s." 

The root cause of the collapse of the Dutch overseas trading system after 
1720 was the expansion of industrial activity. in the south Netherlands, 
Germany, and Britain and the wave of industrial mercantilism which swept 
northern Europe, and especially Prussia,-Russia, Saxony, Sweden-Finland, 
Denmark-Norway, Britain, and (in the 1750s) the Austrian Netherlands 
during the 1720-60 period.’? Although Britain had previously. been a closed 
market for the Dutch, in many products, long before 1720, she had 
continued to be one of the most important importers of two key Dutch 
export products—linen and sail-canvas; but, gradually, culminating in the 
1750s, this outlet too was now closed-off. Admittedly, as far as her exports 
were concerned, Britain also had to cope with the unfavourable effects of 
new strongly protectionist policies in states such as Prussia, Russia, and 
Sweden. Confident in its newly won .great-power status, Prussia, from the 
1720s, shut out practically all foreign textile products. But Britain was able 
to compensate for declining exports of manufactures to northern Europe, 
through selling more in her fast-growing American colonies and tightening 
her grip over Ireland, Portugal, and the Portuguese Atlantic trade with 
Brazil, as well as India and large parts of the Caribbean. The United 
Provinces simply lacked the vast imperial. power, large navy, and populous 
colonies necessary, in the new circumstances, to sustain economic growth 
along the lines achieved in Britain. By 1760, as the Amsterdam Sephardic 
Jewish economic writer Isaac de Pinto (1717-87) noted, every one of the 
main props of the Dutch Golden Age economy-—long-distance trade, Baltic 
commerce, the herring and whale fisheries, and industry—had been largely 
ruined, the only exception being the still flourishing East India traffic.'* Even 
the Surinam trade was in terminal decline by. the 1760s.'9 
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A further. symptom of:economic.collapse: was the astounding increase in 
the transfer. and depositing of Dutch capital abroad. Amsterdam banking 
houses’ with foreign: connections plied-a roaring business throughout the 
eighteenth: century. in exporting the) capital the United Provinces had 
accumulated during the seventeenth. During the Golden Age, Dutch interest 
rates were the lowest in Europe, comparable rates in other European lands, 
including Britain, always. being-several: per cent higher. But such was the 
insecurity of.investing abroad due: to the absence of large financial institu- 
tions of a sort in which’ Dutch investors could have confidence, and the 
vitality of domestic trade and industry, that capital surpluses had tended to 
remain‘ within ‘the United Provinces. From the early eighteenth century 
onwards, however, the lack of attractive. investment opportunities at home 
combined: with improved confidence:in investing abroad—in the case of 
Britain chiefly:as a result of the establishment of the Bank of England in the 
1690s—generated a‘vast and continuous outflow of funds seeking the higher 
returns which could now only be obtained abroad. Thus, Dutch finance 
remained a major force in the world for many decades after 1720 but it 
served to fuel growth and create employment elsewhere, especially but by 
no means only, in England, rather than in the Republic. 

If commerce—high-value and bulk, shipbuilding, the timber trade, and 
practically all export-orientated industry slumped disastrously between 1720 
and 1760, the fate of the Dutch fisheries was certainly no less dismal. One 
of the chief props of the Dutch economy from the early fifteenth century 
down to the early eighteenth, after 1713 the Holland and Zeeland herring 
fishery rapidly ceased to dominate the herring grounds of northern Europe, 
suffering especially from Swedish, Danish, and Norwegian competition. 
Already greatly reduced’ by the early eighteenth century, Holland’s herring 
fleet underwent a decisive further contraction in the 1750s, dwindling in a 
few years from around 225 to a mere 140 busses.” By the 1760s, Holland’s 
annual herring catch amounted to less than a third of the catch normal in 
the middle of the seventeenth century. Enkhuizen was especially hard hit, 
her herring fieet having shrunk, by the 1750s, to less than one-quarter of its 
size of a century before.”' 

Agriculture, however, presents a somewhat different picture, though one 
which likewise indicates, in many ways, the crumbling of much of the rest 
of the economy. During the first. half of the eighteenth century, the rural 
depression which had gripped the Dutch countryside since the late 1660s not 
only continued but tended to intensify during the second quarter, amounting 
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in some areas, such as North. Holland,.to a.veritable. agrarian. crisis.” 
Furthermore, besides the continuing depression, persisting. longer than in 
almost any other part of eighteenth-century Europe,:Dutch agriculture was 
stricken by two different sets of: natural disasters.- By and large the flood 
defences of the Golden Age had. succeeded .in preventing the large-scale 
floods and inundations which had intermittently struck in the fifteenth and 
sixteenth centuries. But by the early eighteenth.century there were. signs of 
some deterioration of the sea-dikes and a rising incidence of serious breaks 
and floods, albeit not on the scale experienced ‘before. 1590: In 1715, the 
dikes of the Zeeland island of Schouwen broke:and much of the island was 
flooded. In 1717, storms caused extensive damage in Friesland. But. the 
costliest calamity afflicting the low-lying:areas was the sudden infestation 
which began in 1731 of the. timber ‘supports .of: the sea-dikes by the 
‘pile-worm’, a sea worm which rapidly rotted: the wooden piles, seriously 
weakening the dikes. From the 1730s. onwards, the dike and drainage boards 
were forced to raise the ‘dike tax’ levied: on. their villages: substantially in 
order to lay out the huge sums required :to import suitable rocks and stone, 
from Scandinavia, with which to buttress the ‘dikes. The solution was 
effective, though, and there was a noticeable decrease in dike breaks. and 
floods during the second half of the century.: 

Much the harshest natural disasters to afflict the Dutch countryside:in the 
eighteenth century, however, were a series of great outbreaks of a cattle 
virus which decimated herds throughout the Republic, first in the years 
1713-19, then, the severest epidemics, in the years 1744-65, and finally, and 
less virulently, in the years 1768-86.*3 The outbreak of 1744-5 reportedly 
wiped out 135,000 cattle in Friesland alone and that of 1769 another 98,000, 
causing the province’s farmers millions of guilders of losses. Though the 
data are less specific, the indications are that in neighbouring provinces the 
dimensions of the disaster were no less. The outbreaks had a devastating 
impact on Drenthe. The virus spread extremely rapidly and very little was 
known about how to isolate and combat the sickness. The technique of 
vaccination, developed in the last third of the century, proved effective up 
to a point, but it was at that time not yet possible to apply the technique on 
a large scale. 

Yet, unlike the rest of the economy, agriculture began to pull out of the 
depression in the 1750s and to expand, albeit distinctly more sluggishly than 
in the Austrian Netherlands and other neighbouring lands. At first glance 
even such a relatively weak recovery may seem a surprising phenomenon 
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given the shrinkage of the cities. But eighteenth-century Europe as a whole 
experienced rapid population growth and urbanization as well as (from 
around 1740) a steep, general rise in food prices which was inevitably 
reflected in the Republic too. Consequently, the Dutch agricultural recovery 
of the second half of the eighteenth century was an essentially passive 
phenomenon which went hand in hand with the decline of imports of Baltic 
grain into the Republic and the contraction of several of the most spe- 
cialized sectors of the Golden Age rural economy geared to industry and 
commerce. The classic instance here is the case of tobacco-growing which, 
by the early eighteenth century, was one of the most important crops grown 
in Utrecht and Gelderland, as well as Jiilich-Cleves and Mark. Dutch 
tobacco-growing suffered a sharp contraction in the 1720s, which roughly 
halved the level of output attained in the opening two decades of the 
century. Production then stabilized until around 1750. But whereas, around 
1700, over 80 per cent of Dutch home-grown tobacco had been processed 
at Amsterdam, and a large proportion then exported, by 1750, despite 
reduced output, no more than a quarter of the crop was processed in the 
Republic.*% In other words, until 1750, Dutch tobacco-growing survived the 
collapse of the Dutch tobacco industry by exporting most of the tobacco 
leaves unprocessed to countries such as Sweden, where tobacco-processing 
was now flourishing but cultivation of domestic tobacco still at a rudiment- 
ary stage. Consequently, after 1760 there was a noticeable further decline in 
Dutch tobacco output as Prussia and Sweden expanded their domestic 
production and needed fewer Dutch unprocessed leaves. Finally, after 1776, 
Dutch inland tobacco recovered to levels attained early in the century owing 
to the War of American Independence, which disrupted the supply of 
Virginia tobacco to Europe and revived demand for the Dutch product, 
especially in France. 

Other industrial crops, like flax, ran a similarly meandering course or, like 
hops, sharply contracted. Consistent expansion of activity and output in 
Dutch agriculture after 1750 was confined to basic foodstuffs such as rye 
and potatoes. Potato cultivation certainly expanded vigorously in many 
parts of the Republic, including Zeeland, Drenthe, and Friesland, and 
indeed began to do so earlier than in the Austrian Netherlands, being 
already quite widespread by 1740.75 But here again, as in Flanders and 
Brabant, it is arguable that the spread of the potato, which tended to 
accelerate when grain prices were particularly high, was to some extent a 
symptom of the general impoverishment, a sign of a society increasingly 
reliant on the cheapest foodstuffs. : 
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The crumbling of the overseas trading system of the Golden Age, and 
the processing and manufacturing which sustained it, reduced activity in the 
towns and also several previously vigorous sectors of agriculture. Thus, one 
of the main effects of the structural transformation of the middle decades of 
the eighteenth century was to end the urbanization process which had gone 
on continuously in the northern Netherlands for centuries, causing a general 
decline in urban population, noticeable even in Amsterdam. Worst hit were 
inland manufacturing towns such as Leiden, Haarlem, and Delft, which all 
sustained massive losses of population between 1720 and 1750. But maritime 
centres such as Middelburg, Zierikzee, Enkhuizen, and Hoorn, and fringe 
textile towns, such as Almelo and Helmond, also suffered heavy loss of 
population. At the same time, the three largest cities, Amsterdam, Rotter- 
dam, and The Hague, continued to draw vitality away from more severely 
affected towns; so that while the proportion of the Dutch population living 
in the thirty largest cities was now declining, the proportion of the urban 
population living in these three cities increased, rising from 36 per cent in 
1672, to 42% by 1732.” Collectively, the thirty largest Dutch towns showed 
a sudden fall in population and vitality which can be dated fairly precisely, 
to the three decades 1730~-60.”” The proportion of the Dutch population 
living in the Republic’s thirty largest cities, having remained almost un- 
changed between 1690 and 1730, contracted from around 36.3 per cent 
of the total population of the United Provinces, in 1730, to 32.8 per cent in 
1755." | 

From the 1720s, de-urbanization led, in turn, to the rapid depletion of 
entrepreneurial wealth outside Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and The Hague. 
The contraction of textile industry at Leiden and Haarlem greatly reduced 
the number of wealthy manufacturers, dyers, and bleachers in those cities, 
largely removing what had formally been the backbone of civic wealth.”? At 
Haarlem, in 1715, there were ninety manufacturers assessed as earning over 
1,000 guilders yearly; by 1742, this figure had dropped to fifty-two. Similar- 
ly, at Leiden, in 1715, there were fifty-three manufacturers in this category, 
a figure which had dropped, by 1742, to only twenty-nine. 

The decay of the maritime economy and manufacturing had the effect of 
rendering non-productive regents, and property-owning rentiers, the main 
grouping among the urban wealthy. By 1742, there were still sixteen pottery 
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owners classed as earning over 1,000 guilders yearly at Delft; but these were 
increasingly overshadowed by the regent rich. In both Haarlem and Leiden, 
by 1742, regents far outstripped the handful of remaining wealthy manufac- 
turers in the top tax class, earning over 4,000 guilders yearly. The growing 
preponderance of rentier wealth was reflected in the much increased propor- 
tion of civic wealth deposited in securities, bonds, and shares. At Hoorn, by 
1742, there were only twelve merchants remaining among householders 
earning more than 1,000 guilders yearly; not a single active merchant was 
to be found amongst those earning over 4,000 guilders. The members of the 
town vroedschap, a large proportion of those who formed the top tax 
category, held some 57 per cent of their assets in States of Holland bonds 
and VOC shares.*° The typical mid-eighteenth-century Leiden regent family 
had half ‘its wealth in States of Holland bonds, over 25 per cent in shares, 
obligations, and foreign funds, and a mere 12 per cent in land and houses." 


TABLE 44. The population of ten Dutch maritime and industrial cities, 1688-1815 
(estimates) 
1688 1720 1732 1749 1795 1815 
Amsterdam 200,000 220,000 220,000 200,000 200,000 180,000 


Leiden 70,000 65,000 60,000 36,000 31,000 28,500 
Rotterdam 50,000 45,000 45,000 44,000 57,500 §9,000 
Haarlem 50,000 45,000 40,000 26,000 21,000 17,500 
The Hague 30,000 — 38,000 — — 38,000 
Middelburg 30,000 — — 25,000 20,146 13,000 
Delft 24,000 20,000 20,000 13,910 14,500 12,850 
Gouda — — 20,000 —_— 11,700 — 

Enkhuizen 14,000 — 10,400 — 6,800 5,200 
Zaandam_ 20,000 —_ _— 12,500 10,000 8,974 


Sources: Hart, Geschrift en getal, 185-6; Diederiks, Stad in verval, 7-10; Posthumus, 
Geschiedenis, iii. 1038; Wijsenbeek-Olthuis, Achter de gevels, 27; De Jongste, Onrust, 59; 
Mentink and Van der Woude, ‘Demografische ontwikkeling’, 39; Nusteling, Welvaart en 
werkgelegenheid, 235, 248; Willemsen, Enkhuizen, 100, 178. 


The Dutch civic élite of the mid-eighteenth century, including that of The 
Hague (where there was practically no entrepreneurial wealth in the top tax 
brackets, the backbone being formed by the eighty-one Generality and 
States officials and office-holders), thus held an astonishingly high propor- 
tion of their assets in paper securities. This meant that, at least in Holland 
and Zeeland, the country’s wealthy were to a high degree dependent on the 
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state, and the VOC, for sustaining their wealth. As De Pinto stressed, bonds, 
obligations, dividends, shares, and foreign funds were the linchpin of civic 
wealth and status, the principal pillar of the social system, a situation quite 
unlike that existing in other European countries.» De Pinto was already 
predicting, in the 1760s, the disaster that would ensue for Dutch society, and 
its élite, should the state and the VOC encounter major difficulties. For the 
collapse of Dutch Generality and provincial bonds would effectively mean 
the destruction of regent, and much other élite, civic wealth. 

The contraction of the urban economy in the decades 1720-70 threatened 
the middle sector of urban society, shopkeepers, millers, bakers, and the 
like, as well as artisans and labourers, with the prospect of insecurity, ruin, 
and poverty. Many middling occupations were closely linked to levels of 
consumption, so that shrinkage of population inevitably reduced demand 
for their services. At Haarlem, 130 bakers belonged to the city’s bakers’ 
guild in 1707, a number which had dwindled to 70 by 1759.% In October 
1731, the millers’ guild in Leiden resolved the city’s ten windmills then 
grinding flour for the bakers should be reduced to eight, agreeing to 
purchase two simply to demolish them.* Brewers were doubly hit, by the 
fall in consumption and the shift away from beer to more fashionable 
beverages—tea, coffee, and gin. Between the 1650s and 1770, there was a 
staggering fall in beer and wine consumption in Leiden, many times more 
than could be explained just from the population decline (see Table 45). It 
is true that there was also a rise in gin consumption; but, from the 
standpoint of the civic economy, this was small compensation. For the local 
brewers who went out of business were not being replaced with local 
distillers. Most of the gin being drunk in the United Provinces was produced 
in one locality—Schiedam. A leading Dutch writer of the late eighteenth 
century, Elie Luzac, claimed that coffee, tea, and gin between them 
destroyed ‘more than three-quarters of the breweries of Holland’,» an 
estimate which may not be far off the mark. At Delft, the number of 
breweries in operation fell from fifteen, in 1719, to only two by 1798. 
Having fallen substantially during the first part of the eighteenth century, 
the total number of breweries operative in Holland declined from more than 
one hundred, in 1748, to only fifty-six by 1786.7 In Leeuwarden, a city 
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which produced much of the beer consumed in Friesland, breweries 
dwindled from fifty, in 1700, to only eighteen by 1760. 


TABLE 45. Returns on Leiden beer, wine, and 
gin excises, 1650-1790 (guilders) 


Year Beer Wine Gin 

1650 64,826 12,400 4,700 
1670 47,600 22,600 17,800 
1690 30,000 6,796 18,000 
I710 14,979 10,700 15,600 
1730 10,555 10,000 16,200 
1747 8,532 5,700 16,500 
1770 8,602 8,615 21,793 
1790 5,521 7,656 21,571 


Source: Posthumus, Geschiedenis, iii. 1156. 


The reduction in activity meant that more and more of the work-force 
were discarded and workplaces abandoned. According to one estimate, 
some 9,000 textile workers became redundant at Haarlem between 1710 and 
1753, for the most part falling into extreme poverty and often leaving for 
elsewhere.» The total work-force employed in the Leiden cloth industry fell 
by more than half, from around 36,000, in the 1680s, to 17,000 by 1752. 
The decline in shipbuilding on the Zaan, during the middle decades of 
the eighteenth century, meant that fewer men were needed not only 
in the shipyards but also in the timber mills. During the middle decades of 
the century, a considerable number of the windmills on the Zaan fell into 
disuse and were demolished.*° One by one the Delft potteries were aban- 
doned. ‘La ville de Delft’, noted one author in the 1770s, ‘est pour ainsi dire 
une ville morte.”*' 

In Friesland too the towns were declining, Overall, while the total 
population of Friesland rose slightly from around 128,000, in 1689, to 
135,000 by 1744, and then faster, during the second half of the century, to 
157,000 by 1796, the combined population of the eleven Frisian towns fell 
from 43,000, in 1689, to 41,000 by 1744, recovering to only 45,000 by 1796.” 
Harlingen and the provincial capital, Leeuwarden, were proportionately 
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among the hardest hit. The north Brabant textile towns suffered severely 
from the commercial and industrial slump, Helmond losing one-third of its 
population between 1730 and 1780.” 

Urban decay in the inland provinces mostly followed a different pattern, 
however. Here there had been less export-orientated industry to begin with, 
so there was less that could be directly undermined by the collapse of the 
overseas trading system. The decline of Maastricht from around 14,000 
population, in 1713, to 11,000 in 1760 can be mainly attributed to the 
impact of the garrison cuts.“ At Zutphen, the decline was the result of the 
general economic deterioration. The excise returns at Zutphen reveal a city 
static between 1688 and the 1720s which then entered a period of marked 
contraction of activity and population. While Zutphen’s population stag- 
nated, between 1688 and the 1720s, there were various efforts to establish 


TABLE 46. The proportion of Overijssel’s population in the 
province's main cities, 1475-1748 (%) 


Date Three Salland Twenthe Vollenhove Total 
main cities 

1475 38 31.3 21.20 9.5 100 

1675 = 28 32.5 25.5 14 100 

1723 24.5 31.5 30 14 100 

1748 20.5 28.5 40 It 100 


Source. Slicher van Bath, Samenileving, 60. 


new urban activities in the city—glass and soap works and silk enterprises— 
with the aim of profiting from the low wage rates applying on the IJjssel, 
compared to Holland.** After 1720, the dynamism (such as it was) evap- 
orated, and the town lapsed into a more passive state. The city’s population 
shrank to about 6,400 by 1780. In Overijssel, Deventer declined in absolute 
terms,** whilst Zwolle grew slightly. Overall, the population of the three 
cities of Overijssel remained static during the eighteenth century, despite the 
fact the province’s total population grew vigorously. The result was a 
marked fall in the proportion of Overijssel’s population living in the 
province’s cities, from around 30 per cent in the 1680s to some 20-pér cent 
by the middle of the eighteenth century (see Table 46). 
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By the third quarter of the eighteenth century, the decay of the Dutch 
cities was abundantly obvious and much noticed by foreign visitors. During 
a century when the population of western and central Europe was rapidly 
expanding, and most cities steadily gaining in dynamism and population, it 
was altogether remarkable, indeed amazing, to find, in the most developed 
part of Europe, the phenomenon of cities fast shrinking, and losing activity. 
‘Most of their principal towns are sadly decayed,’ reported the young 
Boswell, in 1764, ‘and instead of finding every mortal employed, you meet 
with multitudes... of poor. creatures who are starving in idleness.. Utrecht 
is remarkably mined.’4’ 

The shrinkage, and deterioration, of the cities of the United Provinces is 
all the more dramatic when looked at against the background of the general 
trend in eighteenth-century Europe towards urbanization. In a century in 
which many European cities doubled and trebled in size, and some grew 
much more spectacularly, the process of de-urbanization evident in both 
parts of the Netherlands was indeed a striking development. While London 
is estimated to have reached almost 900,000 by 1790, and Paris over 
600,000, while St Petersburg grew from nothing to around 220,000, a level 
attained also by Vienna, Berlin expanded to about 150,000, and Hamburg 
to over 100,000, the main cities of the Low Countries, once the envy and 
wonder of all Europe, began to seem small and provincial—even, incip- 
iently, in the case of Amsterdam. 

The only part of Europe where there was a remotely comparable process 
of de-urbanization was the south Netherlands. But in contrast to the 
Republic both the economy and total population of the Austrian Nether- 
lands grew significantly during the eighteenth century, hesitantly at first, 
more steadily after 1748. By 1784, the total population of the south, 
excluding the prince-bishopric of Liége, had reached 2,273,000 (62.5 per cent 
Dutch-speaking, 31 per cent French-speaking, and 6.5 per cent German- 
speaking), as against a total of approximately 2,080,000 ‘for the north.” 
Thus, despite the loss of territory to France, after 1659, the south slightly 
increased its former demographic edge over the north. But while agriculture, 
rural industry, industry in the Walloon towns, and the rural population 
expanded, the old high-value, sophisticated urban industries, including 
tapestries, luxury textiles, jewellery, and book-production, decayed and, on 
the whole, were not replaced. As'a result-Antwerp, Ghent, and Bruges all 
declined in the eighteenth century, while- Brussels grew remarkably slowly 
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compared with other European capitals. It may be true that the Low 
Countries still had a higher proportion of their total population living in 
towns than the rest of Europe. But, despite this, the cities of the Nether- 
lands, where outside the Walloon area there was little to be seen, after 1740, 
which was new, were rapidly being marginalized in the general context of 
European urban life and development, and declining in relation to the local 
rural population. The proportion of the population of Austrian Brabant 
dwelling in cities fell from around 45 per cent, in 1700, to 34 per cent by 
1755, and only 31 per cent by 1818.* Yet, striking though the decadence of 
the towns was also in Flanders and Brabant, neither there nor anywhere else 
in eighteenth-century Europe was the process of de-urbanization of remote- 
ly such severity, and its social consequences so unsettling, as in the Dutch 
Republic. , 


TABLE 47. Population of the main cities of Flanders 
and Brabant, 1615-1784 


1615 1690 1755 1784 
Brussels §0,000 65,000 58,000 74,000 
Antwerp 54,000 66,000 43,000 50,000 


Ghent 31,000  §2,000 39,000  §0,000 
Bruges 30,000 36,000 30,000 31,000 
Leuven 10,000 1§,000 15,000 15,000 


Sources: Hélin, ‘Demografische ontwikkeling’, 175-80; Bruneel, 
‘Essor démographique’, 164-6; Van Houtte, Economische en 
sociale geschiedenis, 211; Klep, ‘Urban Decline’, 274. 


WEALTH AND POVERTY 


The crippling of commerce and industry between 1720 and 1740, and of the 
fisheries, had the inevitable effect of reducing employment and prosperity, 
creating harsher conditions in town and country. But, as yet, there was no 
massive increase in urban poverty. That came only later, especially from the 
17708. Before that, contraction of the economy was reflected chiefly in the 
shrinkage of the towns. As employment opportunities dwindled, men moved 
elsewhere, in search of work, taking their families with them. 

Many of those who left decaying towns migrated to Amsterdam, The 
Hague, and Rotterdam. Others, including many highly skilled artisans, 
emigrated to Britain, Scandinavia, Prussia, or Russia. Dutch shipbuilding 
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workers and carpenters were in heavy demand throughout northern Europe. 
Soon the highly skilled were also leaving Amsterdam. When Sweden banned 
imports of processed tobacco, in the 1740s, entire workshops, with their men 
and machinery, removed to Stockholm.’ The less skilled emigrated also to 
the New World. The Amsterdam Sephardic community in the 17408 stepped 
up its policy of assisting emigration of members who lacked employment 
opportunities in the Republic to Surinam and Curacao.” 

An. initial ‘effect of the shrinkage of urban. activity and population, 
paradoxically, was to.an extent to push up living standards for those that 
remained. The town governments had invested heavily: in increasing hous- 
ing, and expanding the general fabric of civic life, during Phase Four 
(1647-72) of Dutch world trade primacy, when it had appeared that the 
rapid growth of the cities was set to continue. This development had been 
designed to accommodate populations larger, in some cases twice as large, 
as those which now inhabited the towns. One consequence was to depress 
urban rents to the advantage especially of the poor man in a cheap house. 
Even in Amsterdam, where the downward pressure was least, the general 
deterioration of the economy caused real rents for cheap housing, from 
about 1730, to become substantially cheaper; real rents for artisans in 
Amsterdam did not regain the level of 1734 until as late as 1794.% 

Because demand slackened faster than supply, prices for foodstuffs and 
fuel also fell sharply from the 1720s and remained low, in real terms, for 
about half a century.“ This was inherent in the shrinkage of the urban 
population whilst that of the countryside increased. De-urbanization is 
indeed inherently prone to boost real wages—as distinct from real earn- 
ings—and it is not surprising that these rose substantially in the 1720s and 
17308 as a result of the commercial-industrial collapse. At Amsterdam, real 
wages rose sharply in the 1720s and remained appreciably higher than they 
had been in the half-century 1670-1720 throughout the half-century to 
1770.55 This was part of a general Dutch phenomenon both in the maritime 
zone and the inland provinces. 

But real wages are very different from real earnings, the one being the 
value of a given wage, the other what is actually earned; thus, one could 
only benefit from rising real wages if one worked as much, and under the 
same conditions, as before, a highly-questionable premiss in the second 
quarter of the eighteenth century. For workers who remained in work, ‘the 
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great challenge of the decades after 1720:was to: defend wage rates and 
conditions the bosses had conceded in the past. From the 1720s, there was 
intense pressure not just to ‘lay off workers wherever possible but to lower 
labour costs by compelling those that remained to. accept worse pay and 
conditions and also by employing more children, youths, and cheap immi- 
grant labour. In 1739, the Haarlem silk workers complained bitterly. that 
their livelihood was being threatened by ‘strangers’ from. northern Germany 
who were being given work in the industry. Employing immigrants: was 
also a means of circumventing guild regulations and, in.some cases, of 
opposing the setting up of guilds. In 1742, for example, the claim that the 
workers. were ‘mostly strangers. and of the .worst sort’ was: used. by the 
Haarlem ribbon-manufacturers as. an argument against the: setting up of a 
guild for that industry.*’ 

The. bosses’ efforts. to prune back wages and conditions previously 
conceded generated a new type of social conflict leading to worker actions 
and strikes which often had a distinctly modern ring, though it was.a 
phenomenon unique to the peculiar situation of Dutch society in the 
eighteenth century and a temporary phenomenon which largely ceased by 
1770. Moreover, it was as much a conflict between native workers, used to 
high wages and favourable conditions, and immigrants accepting low wages, 
as a conflict between workers and bosses. The numerous textile workers 
arriving in Haarlem and Leiden from Helmond, Almelo, and other decaying 
inland textile centres were just as resented as the Germans and, being willing 
to work for low wages, just as readily received by the. bosses. The. Leiden 
textile workers organized strike actions in 1700, 1716-18, 1724, 1730, 1741, 
1744, 1747-8, 1761, 1764, and 1770. After 1770, the Leiden textile industry 
was so decayed there was nothing left to contest. The Amsterdam cotton 
workers struck in 1729 and again in 1744, on the last occasion holding out 
well over a month because the bosses refused to stick to the agreement on 
wages and conditions reached in 1729, in particular by employing too many 
cheap-rate youths and children. As in other Dutch strikes of this period, 
the Amsterdam cotton textile workers chose strike leaders, set up a strike 
fund, and consciously fought for improved wage conditions. Eventually, the 
strike leaders were arrested by the city authorities. 

To protect their livelihoods and living standards, workers..not only 
Organized actions against the bosses but also, and .this. time. with the 
encouragement of the city governments, sought to tighten guild restrictions 
and, where there were gaps, set up additional’ guilds. A complementary 
trend was the tendency of some city governments to lay down more 
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stringent rules for the granting of citizenship, a precondition. of entry into 
the guilds. This defensive reaction is well illustrated by the proliferation of 
guilds and: guild-membership at Amsterdam. In 1688, the city. boasted 
thirty-seven: guilds with 11,000 members; by 1750, this had risen to fifty 
guilds with well over 14,000 members, though the total population remained 
unchanged.” 

As the pressure of demand. on civic and Church welfare institutions 
escalated, there was also a growing tendency among workers, encouraged 
by civic government, to set up more chests and funds to provide sickness 
and accident insurance. The first half of the eighteenth century in the United 
Provinces witnessed:.a remarkable proliferation of workers’ sacieties de- 
signed to protect the established Protestant worker. The Leiden say-workers 
set up a ‘bourse’, in 1700, renewed in 1736, which was restricted to members 
of the Reformed Church ‘of good moral reputation’, over the age of 40, 
able-bodied and willing to submit to medical examination as a condition of 
entry.” Whilst in. work, members paid two stuivers weekly, from their 
wages, into the chest, from which they received two and a half guilders 
weekly. for up to six months, should they become unable to work through 
sickness or accident, provided the cause of the disability was not drinking 
or brawling. Another Leiden textile workers’ society, set up in 1711, 
accepted Remonstrants and Mennonites, as well as Reformed, among its 
membership, but once again excluded Catholics. This society also paid out 
§0 stuivers weekly, in case of sickness or accident preventing work, interes- 
tingly forbidding ‘brothers’ in receipt of assistance to visit inns or gin- 
parlours ‘except for one glass of beer to quench thirst, consumed standing, 
without lingering’.* 

In the past, Dutch workers had enjoyed an appreciably higher standard 
of living than their counterparts in Germany, the south Netherlands, or 
Britain, and they showed determination to defend what they had. Even out 
of work, and on welfare, they evinced a tendency to be choosy and expect 
assistance, which was noted by numerous foreign observers, including 
Boswell, who remarked in 1764 that in Utrecht one saw great numbers of 
‘wretches who. have no other subsistence than potatoes, gin, and stuff which 
they call.tea and coffee; and what is worst of all, I believe they are so 
habituated to this life that they would not take work if it should be offered 
to them’. 
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‘This further encouraged Dutch employers to seek immigrant and seasonal 
labour from northern Brabant, Overijssel, and Gelderland, and especially 
from adjoining regions of Germany, which was used to more menial work 
and worse:conditions and pay. It is indeed one of the most typical features 
of Dutch society in the eighteenth century that, whilst there was a large-scale 
outflow of skilled Dutch labour, emigrating abroad, there was no decline in 
the previous high level of immigration from north-west Germany. What 
changed was the composition. of this German immigration. During the 
seventeenth century German settlement in Amsterdam had been, to a 
considerable extent, maritime and mercantile in character, including. many 
seamen and persons working in commerce, often migrating from Hamburg, 
Bremen, Emden, Schleswig-Holstein, or the lower Rhine Calvinist duchies, 
After 1720, by contrast, there was a sharp fall in immigration from the 
German maritime zone, compensated by an increase in the number of often 
extremely poor Catholics, Jews, and Lutherans, arriving from the Minster- 
land, rural areas of Lower Saxony, and Hesse.“ In the eighteenth century, 
seasonal labour from the Minster area became a major factor in the Dutch 
economy, especially in the most lowly jobs such as peat-digging and 
weaving, and not only in Holland. At Harlingen, in Friesland, for example, 
there was a notable strengthening of the Catholic presence during the first 
half of the eighteenth century which was almost entirely due to settlement 
in the city of Catholics from the Miinsterland.® 

Dutch society in the eighteenth century was a society dominated by the 
rentier. Whether regents, nobles, descendants of mercantile families who had 
abandoned commerce, or heirs to money made in manufacturing but no 
longer involved in active business, most of the wealthy in the eighteenth- 
century Dutch Republic were men who had no active economic role. They 
lived, often in great affluence, in elegant rural villas, as well as fine town 
houses, employing cooks, servants, coachmen, and gardeners, on the interest 
and dividends paid on their States of Holland bonds, obligations, colonial 
company shares, and deposits in foreign funds, often the Bank of England. 

By and large, those businesses and industries which survived in part, or 
intact, down to the middle of the eighteenth century supplied few new- 
comers to the Republic’s élites of wealth. A good deal of bulk-carrying 
remained, of course, but bulk freightage had never provided more than 
modest affluence for individual families, while those industries which sur- 
vived longest tended to be concentrated in just one or two localities, as with 
the Schiedam gin distilleries, or Gouda pipes, and were divided between a 
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large number of mostly small firms. The clay-pipe industry had been the 
principal economic activity of Gouda since the mid-seventeenth century and 
remained flourishing-to around 1750; after which it rapidly declined. But it 
was an industry consisting of hundreds of small.workshops whose bosses 
remained firmly among the middle strata of society.~ In a city such as 
Gouda in the eighteenth century, regents and their relatives were almost 
alone amongst the ranks of the wealthy.” 

Living off the legacy of the past, the Republic was still an affluent society 
compared with neighbouring countries. But it was a society in which the 
middle strata were being squeezed and wealth becoming more polarized 
than had been the case in the Golden Age. The deterioration of the urban 
economy, contraction of the towns, and reduced demand for rural produce 
inevitably meant rising poverty in both the towns and countryside. Initially, 
whilst the Republic still had a technical edge over the rest of Europe, those 
becoming redundant were more likely to migrate elsewhere than to go on 
poor relief. At Haarlem, between 1710 and 1750, approximately 9,000 
weavers became redundant but only a small proportion stayed in Haarlem 
on charity.” But, after 1750, there was nothing with which to replenish the 
reservoir of skill and technological expertise, few skills left with which to 
emigrate, and, thus, more incentive to stay, on poor relief, than migrate. 
Thus, urban poverty built up relatively slowly in the decades in which 
commerce and industry were disintegrating (1720-70), but accelerated 
rapidly thereafter. At Amsterdam, the proportion of the city’s population 
on poor relief increased only marginally between 1700 and 1770 but then 
dramatically from the 1770s, those receiving winter poor relief, of bread and 
fuel, rising from 9.5 per cent of the city’s population, in the 1760s, to 13 per 
cent by the 1780s, and no less than 16 per cent by 1795.” 

By contrast, the rise in rural poverty, in the inland provinces, was steady 
but relentless. In Overijssel, while the three main cities—Deventer, Zwolle, 
and Kampen—accounted for a dwindling proportion of the province’s 
population, their share of the province’s taxable wealth remained static. 
Thus, where in the 1680s they collectively comprised 30 per cent of 
Overijssel’s population, but possessed 40 per cent of taxable wealth, by 1748 
they still possessed 40 per cent of wealth but amounted to only 20 per cent 
of the population, implying the rural population as a whole was becoming 
poorer in relation to the cities. Simultaneously, the wealth of Overijssel’s 
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substantial independent farmers noticeably ‘increased while the number 
of small independent farmers diminished (see Table 48). The consequence. of 
these trends, combined with the overall increase in the province’s popula- 
tion, was a steady escalation in rural destitution. Those registered by the 
States of Overijssel as too poor to pay the province’s direct taxes rose from 
2§ per cent of the population, in 1675, to no less than 38 per cent by 1758. 
A similar trend is discernible in Gelderland. where, as in the Veluwe, the 
towns stagnated but the rural population vigorously increased. In Drenthe, 
there was no rise in the numbers classified by the fiscal authorities as ‘poor’. 
Nevertheless, there was, as in Overijssel, a fall in the number of independent 
farmers and a large increase in the number of landless labourers and 
crofters. In States Brabant, one of the classic areas of growing impoverish- 
ment during the eighteenth century, the registers again reveal hefty increases 
in the numbers of registered poor exempt from direct taxes. 


TABLE 48. Changes in distribution of wealth in Overijssel, 1675-1758 


Social group ‘1675 1758 
% of % of taxable % of % of taxable 
population wealth © population wealth 
Nobility 1.1 41.2 0.6 19.2 
Rich burghers 1.8 31.6 1.0 31 
General 
bourgeoisie and 
farmers 25.5 27 20 49 
Artisans and small 
farmers 46.5 — 42.7 — 
Poor 25.1 — 35-7 — 


Source: Slicher van Bath, Samenleving, 273-9. 
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The Churches 
rs 


DUTCH REFORMED, PROTESTANT DISSENTERS, 
CATHOLICS, AND JEWS 


uring the eighteenth century, the Dutch Reformed Church, the public 

Church, retained the allegiance of the majority of the population 
throughout the Republic except the Generality Lands, Twenthe, and the 
southern fringe of Gelderland beneath the Waal. Nevertheless, with the 
growth of toleration, a marked feature of Dutch life in the eighteenth 
century, there was a noticeable tendency, virtually throughout the Republic 
(except Friesland), for the preponderance of the Reformed majority to be 
reduced. 

In effect, the typical pattern of the period 1572-1700, with the Reformed 
Church being generally the most successful confessionalizing bloc, ceased to 
apply after 1700. It was now no longer the support of the provincial and 
civic authorities for the public Church which told most in determining the 
confessional balance in society but the growth of toleration and impact of 
immigration from Germany. As a result, the second largest Church, the 
Catholic, gained ground on the Reformed in all the provinces (except 
Friesland), and two smaller confessional blocs—the Lutherans and Jews— 
grew vigorously. However, the Anabaptists and Remonstrants, two major 
Churches of the Golden Age which did not benefit from immigration, not 
only failed to grow in the new circumstances but rapidly dwindled. 

Though pruned back, the predominance of the Reformed remained 
considerable in most of the Republic. Outside Holland and Utrecht, there 
were many towns and localities where over 80 per cent of the population 
belonged to the public Church. In all the larger towns of the Republic, 
including most of the cities of Holland, it was still usual, at the end of the 
century, for the Reformed to comprise 60 to 80 per cent of the population 
(see Table 49). Haarlem, with its strong Catholic tradition, was something 
of an exception, but even in Haarlem, the most Catholic city in Holland, 
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the Catholics amounted to only 25 per cent at the beginning of the century, 
rising above 30 per cent only in the 1790s (see Table 50). Amsterdam was 
also exceptional, the percentage of its population belonging to the public 
Church (with the exception of Nijmegen) being lower than in any other 
Major city within the Seven Provinces. But this was not because the 
proportion of Catholics was high. As in all the main cities of Holland during 
the eighteenth century, Amsterdam’s Catholics gained ground but increased 
from only 18 per cent of the total, in 1726, to 21 per cent by the end of the 
century.' The proportion belonging to the Reformed Church in Amsterdam 
was exceptionally low only because of the large Lutheran and Jewish 
communities in the city. 


TABLE 49. Confessional allegiance in eight Dutch Cities at the end of the 
eighteenth century (%) 


Amsterdam Rotterdam Utrecht Deventer Papen iecawaidea Harlingen 


Reformed 54 61 65 75 82 75 "13 
Catholic 21 27.5 31 20 14 16 16 
Lutheran. I. 5.5 3 I 4 3 I 
Jewish 10 3-5 0.5 0.5 0.75 4 I 
Anabaptist 1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3 8. 
Remonstrant 0.25 1.5 fo) fe) fe) fo) fe) 


Note: Based on the censuses of 1798 and 1809. 


Sources. Mentink and van der Woude, Demografische ontwikkeling, 34; Faber, Drie eeuwen 
Friesland, i. 428; De Kok, Nederland op de breuklijn, 392, 429, 347. 


The proportionate rise of the Catholic population at Amsterdam and 
Haarlem during the eighteenth century reflected a trend common to all the 
large cities. It applied both in towns where Catholicism was strong and 
where it was weak. Thus, in Enkhuizen, the Holland town where Catholics 
were least numerous, they increased, between 1726 and 1775, from roughly 
4 to IO per cent, and, in Dordrecht, from 5 to about 10 per cent by the 
1790s. 

As in the seventeenth century, Catholics continued to be fairly numerous 
in the countryside of Holland and Utrecht, but markedly less so in the rest 
of the Seven Provinces, always excepting Twenthe and the Catholic fringes 
of Gelderland. There were 97,000 Catholic communicants in the province of 
Holland in 1726, when the population of the province stood at around 
‘800,000, which means, allowing for the Catholic children, that the Catholic 
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population amounted to approximately 18 per cent of that of the province. 
There were sharp variations, however, in the smaller towns and villages and 
also from area to area. Thus, about 30 per cent of the North Quarter minus 
West Friesland was Catholic,” while very few Catholics were to be found on 
the South Holland islands. In a number of small Holland towns, such as 


TABLE 50. Confessional allegiance at Haarlem, 1707-1809 


1707 1791 1809 
Reformed 23,500 (61%) 12,100 (§8%) 11,000 (54%) 
Catholics 9,400 (25%) 6,200 (30%) 6,700 (33%) 
Anabaptists 4,026 (10.5%) 965 (4.5%) 937 (5%) 
Lutherans 1,089 (3%) 1,032 (5%) 1,093 (5.5%) 
Remonstrants 184 (0.5%) 67 (0.3%) 55 (0.3%) 
Jews fo) 114 (0.6%) 152 (0.8%) 


Sources. De Jongste, Onrust, 60; De Kok, Nederland op de breuklijn, 328. 


Naarden, Oudewater, Geertruidenberg, and Heusden, a high proportion, up 
to half the population, was Catholic by the late eighteenth century.’ But, 
equally, in other small towns, such as Schoonhoven, Brill, Maassluis, 
Middelhamis, and also the Zaan industrial belt, Catholics represented less 
than 15 per cent of the population. The contrast was even more extreme in 
the case of villages. There were villages, such as Wassenaar or Warmond, 
near Leiden, or Heemstede, Castricum, and Bloemendaal, near Haarlem, 
which were overwhelmingly Catholic.‘ But there were also places where 
there were no Catholics, including the islands of Vlieland and that of 
Marken, near Amsterdam. 

The Catholic population of Holland rose from about 18 per cent to about 
23 per cent during the course of the eighteenth century. Among the 
provinces, only Utrecht surpassed Holland in the size of its Catholic 
presence (see Table 51). The city of Utrecht was almost one-third Catholic 
(see Table 49), while: Amersfoort had a still higher Catholic percentage, and 
the little towns of Montfoort and Wijk-bij-Duurstede were predominantly 
Catholic, as were many Utrecht villages,‘ including Houten and Odijk. On 
the other hand, there were also some strongly Protestant localities, including 
Rhenen where, as late as 1809, there were only fourteen Catholics listed in 
a population of 1,850. In the mid-eighteenth century there were about 
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27,000 Catholics in Utrecht out of a total population of 83,000, comprising 
about 35 per cent of the total. 

‘Compared to Holland, Utrecht had a proportionately very large Catholic 
population; the rest of..the provinces, though, had a smaller Catholic 
presence. The Catholic community in Zeeland remained meagre throughout 
the eighteenth century but grew at an appreciable rate, more than doubling 
in size, and reaching over 10 per cent of the province’s population, by 1809 
(see Table 52). This increase was particularly marked in Middelburg and 
other main towns, especially Flushing and Zierikzee. Some Zeeland villages, 
such as Domburg, Ellemeet, Kruiningen, Yerseke, Burgh, and Colijnsplaat, 
were listed, as late as 1809, as containing no Catholics at all. 


TABLE 51. Catholic communicants in the provinces of the ‘Holland 
Mission’, 1726-1800 


1726 1758 1775 1800 
Holland 97,000 105,000 113,000 120,000 
Utrecht 18,500 19,000 21,000 25,000 
Overijssel 
(minus Twenthe) 9,000 9,000 10,000 |! 
30,000 
Twenthe 15,000 19,000 20,000 } 
Gelderland 
(north of the Waal) 9,000 12,000 13,000- _ 
Friesland 12,000. 11,000 12,000 11,000 
Groningen-Drenthe 4,750 5,000 5,000 6,000 
Zeeland 2,000 3,500 4,000, 5,000 
Cleves-Mark — 14,500 —_ — 


Lingen 15,650 17,000 19,680 — 


Sources: Archief aartsbisdom Utrecht, x. 11-40; Polman, Katholiek Nederland, ii. 115, 
161; Faber, Drie eeuwen Friesland, i. 81; De Kok, Nederland op de breuklijn, 466. 


In the eastern provinces, Catholic populations were relatively small and 
grew less rapidly than in Zeeland, Holland, or Utrecht. Nevertheless, they 
did noticeably increase. In Overijssel, all three main cities had a substantial 
Catholic presence by the late eighteenth century, of 15 per cent or so in 
Kampen, 20 per cent in Deventer, and 22 per cent in Zwolle.5 Twenthe, by 
the late eighteenth century, was roughly half Catholic but with sharp 
variations, Enschede and Almelo being mainly Reformed, Oldenzaal pre- 
dominantly Catholic. Two-thirds of all the Catholics in Overijssel lived in 
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the Twenthe quarter. By contrast, the Vollenhove quarter was overwhelm- 
ingly Reformed, the small:towns of north Overijssel, Blokzijl, Giethoorn, 
Hasselt, and Steenwijk,:containing only tmy Catholic communities. As in 
Drenthe and the Ommelands, many villages in this area had no Catholics 
at all. In Gelderland, where the States. formally tolerated Catholic practice 
under:a placard: of 1731;° the Catholics also increased in numbers, especially 
in the main towns and most dramatically in Nijmegen, where the Catholics 
became the majority during the second half of the century, the Reformed 
dwindling from some 60 per cent at the beginning of the century to only 40 
per cent of Nijmegen’s total population: by 1800.7 Nijmegen henceforth was 
the only major city of the Seven Provinces with a Catholic majority. Apart 
from Zeeland, Groningen was the province where there were least Catholics, 
though the Catholic proportion of the population of the city rose to about 
15 per cent by the late eighteenth century..In Friesland the. Catholics 
remained static at about 10 per cent of the total population.® 

The Generality: Lands were heavily. Catholic: in character in the seven- 
teenth century, and remained so in the. eighteenth, except for the two 
predominantly Protestant areas—Westerwolde and States Flanders. Though 
western States Flanders retained its Reformed character after 1700, the 
region showed the same tendency for the Catholic proportion of the 
population to increase'as the Seven Provinces overall. The Catholic popu- 
lation of States Flanders rose from about 30 per cent of the total, around 
1700, to 45 per cent by 1800.° Sluis, Aardenburg, IJzendijke,.and Terneuzen, 
though, remained essentially Protestant towns. . 

Besides the Catholics, two other confessional groups, the Lutherans and 
Jews, significantly expanded their presence in Dutch society during the 
eighteenth century. Whereas, in the past, Lutheran growth had been chiefly 
confined to Holland, after 1700, as Holland-style toleration took hold in the 
outer provinces, the progress of the: Lutherans became .a general pheno- 
menon throughout the: Republic. In some places, the growth of the Dutch 
Lutheran. Church was spectacular. In Rotterdam, for example, the Luther- 
ans trebled in number from one to three thousand during the course of the 
eighteenth century.’° In Leeuwarden, Lutherans approximately doubled 
between 1680 and 1770. Many of the main Lutheran churches in the United 
Provinces, including those of Rotterdam, The Hague, Delft, Utrecht, and 
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Leeuwarden, were rebuilt or enlarged during the middle decades of the 
eighteenth century to accommodate the rapidly increasing numbers."! 
Among the middle-sized Dutch Lutheran communities, Middelburg ob- 
tained a second preacher in 1710, Gouda in 1750, and Breda in 1764. 
Among the larger congregations, The Hague obtained its third preacher in 
1739, and Amsterdam, where the Lutherans were now the third largest 
Church in the city, its. sixth, in 1740.7 Owing to the proliferation of 
congregations employing more than one preacher in the eighteenth century 
it became much easier than in the seventeenth for the Dutch Lutheran 
Church, on the one hand to preach in: Dutch and assume a more Dutch 
character and, on the other, to continue to cater for new immigrants from 
Germany, with preaching in German. For while the new immigrants were 
mostly unable to follow sermons in Dutch, children and grandchildren of 
German immigrants into the Republic could usually follow sermons better 
in Dutch than German. 

As in the seventeenth century, Lutheranism in the eighteenth was largely 
confined to the main towns, but not exclusively so. In parts of North 
Holland, especially.the Zaan industrial belt and Groningen, Gelderland, and 
also States Flanders, Lutheranism evolved also as a.rural phenomenon. In 
Groningen, by the late eighteenth century, there were Lutheran congrega- 
tions in several villages, the twin villages of Old and New Pekela becoming 
a centre for rural Lutheranism in the province, and acquiring ‘a permanent 
preacher by 1760. One of the most notable of the rural Lutheran congrega- 
tions was at Groede, in States Flanders. This was founded following the 
expulsion of the Lutherans from the archbishopric of Salzburg, in 1731. The 
following year, some 800 exiles from Salzburg settled in States Flanders, at 
the invitation of the States General, though many soon moved on. or ceased 
to be Lutherans. The Lutheran church at Groede was inaugurated in 1743. 
During the late eighteenth century, and early nineteenth, Groede counted as 
one of the five main Lutheran congregations in Zeeland and States Flanders, 
together with Middelburg, Flushing, Veere, and Ziereikzee.'? In neighbour- 
ing States Brabant there were four sizeable Lutheran congregations, at 
Breda, Bergen-op-Zoom, ’s-Hertogenbosch, and Grave, all main towns. 

A clear indication the United Provinces were becoming a:more flexible 
‘and tolerant society, after 1700, was the growing willingness, in all the 
provinces, and in both town and countryside, to accept Jewish settlement 
and ease the restrictions (though by no means dismantle them entirely) on 
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Jewish activity. At the end -of the seventeenth century, it was still usual in 
most Dutch towns, in Holland as well as in the outer provinces, to forbid 
Jews to settle, visit temporarily, or trade, and it was by no means uncom- 
mon for this policy to be reconfirmed in the early eighteenth: Thus, Gouda 
and Utrecht both passed civic laws in 1712, forbidding Jews to settle, lodge 
in inns, or enter for purposes of trade. 

The steady increase in the Jewish population was almost. entirely due to 
immigration from Germany. There were still some New Christians arriving 
from Portugal and Spain who reverted.to normative Judaism in the Republic, 
during the first third of the eighteenth century. But this Sephardic immigra- 
tion, joined by a handful of Jews from other parts of the Mediterranean 
world, was balanced by a constant stream of Sephardic emigration to 
Curacao and Surinam and also to the British colonies in the New World, as 
well as to London. The continuous growth of the Jewish presence in the 
United Provinces, after 1700, was thus entirely due to Ashkenazic immigra- 
tion, principally from Germany. While the Sephardic population. remained 
static, at around 3,000, and the number of Sephardic congregations constant, 
at seven—Amsterdam, The Hague, Rotterdam, Middelburg, Maarssen, 
Nijkerk, and Naarden—German Jewish congregations proliferated all over 
the Republic, and the size of the Ashkenazic population steadily increased. 

Most of the Jewish immigrants from German lands were desperately poor. 
Escaping from harsh restrictions, and often wretched conditions, in Ger- 
many, the United Provinces—decline or no.decline—was for them a Jand of 
opportunity.'* Most Jewish men in the Republic, during the eighteenth 
century, earned their living by peddling, carrying packs on their backs and 
selling—often imperfect and second-.hand—goods, at low prices, to the less 
well off. This assured them a steady niche in Dutch life, albeit at a humble 
level, but also earned them the bitter enmity of Christian shopkeepers 
belonging to guilds, whose overheads were higher, and who found them- 
selves being undersold by itinerant Jews whose shops were their back-packs. 
In 1733, the Leiden vroedschap, bowing to pressure from the city’s linen and 
cotton goods retailers, forbade the city’s Jews to sell these goods. But four 
years later, the same shopkeepers’ guild again bitterly complained that they 
were being ruined by Jews selling in the streets ‘carrying their wares under 
their arm’.'> Most of the anti-Jewish legislation passed by Dutch provinces 
and towns in the eighteenth century was thus essentially economic in 
character, designed, in particular, to protect the guilds and Christian 
shopkeepers. 
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:' Overijssel, Gelderland, Groningen; and Drenthe all strove to limit Jewish 
activity in the countryside. at provincial level. In 1724, the States of 
Overijssel expelled vagrants, and itinerant Jews, from outside the province. 
In 1739, the States of Overijssel ruled that no Jews could establish them- 
selves, or trade, in the countryside of the province, limiting their activity to 
those towns which would accept them.’¢ In 1726, the States of Gelderland 
forbade Jews from outside the province to settle in rural areas, making an 
exception: only for the village of Nijkerk, where there was already a 
substantial, mixed Sephardic—-Ashkenazic community, active in the tobacco- 
buying business.'’ The States of Groningen issued placards against vagrants 
and Jews from outside the province in 1710 and 1713. 

Most Dutch towns began allowing Jewish settlement at the end of the 
seventeenth century, or beginning of the eighteenth, but continued to restrict 
their numbers and activity in various ways, in particular by excluding them 
from guilds and shopkeeping. In Holland, Haarlem, Dordrecht, and Leiden 
permitted Jews to settle from the early eighteenth century onwards. A 
‘public synagogue’ was allowed, and detailed reglement, restricting Jewish 
life in the city, adopted, in Leiden, in 1723 and, at Dordrecht, in 1728. At 
The Hague, the German Jews obtained their first ‘public synagogue’ also in 
1723. However, at Haarlem a ‘public.synagogue’ was not conceded until 
considerably later, in 1765, and Gouda and some other Holland towns 
continued to prevent Jewish settlement throughout the century. 

In the province of Utrecht, the two important Jewish communities were 
those of Amersfoort, where they were mainly involved in the tobacco 
business, and Maarssen, the village with probably the highest proportion of 
Jews of any Dutch village, by the late eighteenth century, rising to about 10 
per cent by the Napoleonic period. By contrast, the city of Utrecht 
continued its traditionally illiberal policy, officially excluding Jews until. as 
late as 1788.'* In Zeeland, Middelburg encouraged Jewish settlement from 
the beginning of the eighteenth century, but Flushing, Veere, Tholen, 
‘Zierikzee, and Goes excluded Jews: There was also a good deal of resistance 
to Jewish settlement in States Brabant and other Generality Lands. ’s- 
Hertogenbosch, Tilburg, and Eindhoven all excluded Jews until late in the 
eighteenth century.’? In 1767, the States General ruled that while there were 
a few Jews in some places in the Meierij outside the towns, there was no 
general permission for Jews to settle and trade in the area. Maastricht, 
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Venlo, and Roermond continued to forbid Jewish settlement throughout the 
eighteenth century. ” 

The provinces where the Jewish presence was: most pronounced were 
Holland, Friesland, Groningen, Overijssel, Gelderland, and also Drenthe. 
Although a grudging, restrictive attitude persisted, all the main cities in the 
east of the Republic switched over to accepting and regulating Jewish 
settlement during the course of the eighteenth century. In 1754, the city of 
Groningen ruled that all German Jews who had lived less than five years in 
the city, or one of its dependent jurisdictions, must depart within six weeks. 
It was not until 1756 that-Groningen permitted a.‘public synagogue’. Zwolle 
adopted a more tolerant policy towards Jews (as towards Catholics) than 
Kampen or Deventer, allowing Jewish settlement from the end of the 
seventeenth century and a ‘public synagogue’ in 1747. Kampen and 
Deventer became more tolerant towards Jews only in the later eighteenth 
century. Nijmegen, more tolerant than Arnhem or Zutphen, allowed Jewish 
settlement, on a restricted basis, from the end of the seventeenth century; 
Arnhem followed after the general liberalization in the city council’s attitude 
towards dissenting religions, in the 1720s. 

Village Jews were hardly to be found in Friesland but became fairly 
common in Holland, Groningen, Drenthe, and parts of Overijssel: and 
Gelderland. Old Pekela, in Groningen, noted for its substantial Lutheran 
congregation, had an even larger German Jewish congregation (of.190). by 
1809. In Drenthe, this phenomenon became so widespread that practically 
every village in the province had a Jewish community by the end of the 
eighteenth century. A: curious feature, in Drenthe, was that the Jews, 
in much of the province, became the second largest Church after the 
Reformed.” In Hoogeveen, for example, in 1809, the great majority was 
Reformed; the rest consisted of 11 Catholics, 10 Lutherans, and 116 Jews. 
In Meppel, there was one listed Catholic, 41 Lutherans, and 178 Jews. In 
the village of Rhoden there were 1,100 Reformed, 3 Catholics, 4 Men- 
nonites, 10 Lutherans, and 14 Jews. A still smaller Drenthe village,. Eelde, 
had 873 Reformed, 1 Catholic, 2 Mennonites, 3 Lutherans, and 20 Jews. In 
Gelderland and Overijssel, the situation in this respect was very different. 
Even in Nijkerk, the largest Gelderland village Jewish community, where in 
1809 there were more Jews than in Armmhem or Zutphen, the 214 Jews were 
heavily outnumbered by Catholics, as well as the Reformed. 

While Catholics, Lutherans, and Jews benefited from the growth of 
toleration and assumed a greater role in Dutch life in the eighteenth century 
than previously, two other major Churches of the previous century, the 
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Anabaptists: and Remonstrants, not only failed to benefit from the general 
easing of confessional tensions in the new century, but precipitately de- 
clined. In the case of the Anabaptists this can perhaps be explained by the 
fact that the Church’s unrelenting emphasis on austerity and discipline, and 
‘opposition to new fashions and novelties, was increasingly at odds with the 
secular flavour of eighteenth-century life. Dozens of Anabaptist congrega- 
tions, in many parts of the Republic, became extinct during the course of 
the century. Of twenty-seven Anabaptist communities in South Holland, in 
1700, only three remained by 1800." In Amsterdam, the Anabaptist com- 
munity dwindled from about 3,000 in the mid-1660s to 2,218 by 1742, and 
‘only 1,868 by 1809, or under 1 per cent of the city’s population. The 
Mennonites of Flushing, a vigorous community of 260, in 1660, had 
diminished to 125, by 1730, and only 49 by 1809, a drop from around 4 to 
0.6 per cent of the town’s population. 

Overall, the most serious setback was the shrinkage of Anabaptist 
allegiance in Friesland. The Mennonite population of Friesland is estimated 
‘to have declined from about 20,000, or 13 per cent of the province’s 
population, in 1666, to 12,800, or 8 per cent, by 1796.” At the same time, 
the number of Anabaptist congregations in Friesland dwindled from 
‘seventy-two in 1666 to fifty-five by 1789 while their stock of preachers 
shrank from 162, in 1739, to only 90 by 1789, and 59 by 1815.73 The 
ultra-orthodox. ‘Old Flemish’ community had 1,400 members in the prov- 
ince of Groningen in 1710, a number which had fallen to 642 by 1767. 

Though they became thinner on the ground, the Anabaptists still re- 
mained an integral part of the confessional scene in Groningen, and north 
Overijssel, as well as Friesland, Holland, Utrecht, and Zeeland. In 
Overijssel, in 1809, there were still sizeable Mennonite communities at 
Blokzijl, Giethoorn—one of the very few towns in the Republic where the 
.Anabaptists formed the majority of the population—Almelo, and Hengelo, 
where they were to per cent of the population. By contrast, the Anabaptist 
congregations in Deventer, Kampen, and Zwolle were minute. 

No less spectacular was the collapse of Remonstrantism. The waning of 
the Remonstrants was already noticeable during the latter half of the 
seventeenth century but accelerated after 1700. At Rotterdam, the largest 
Remonstrant congregation, they were still the second most numerous 
Church, outstripping the Catholics, during the third quarter of the seven- 
teenth century, when they numbered around 7,000, some 15 per cent of the 
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total population.% By 1809, there were a mere 900 Remonstrants left, the 
tiny remnant of a once great community, representing no more than 1.5 per 
cent of the city’s population. At Amsterdam only around 500 Remonstrants 
remained by 1809. The only other Remonstrant congregations with over one 
hundred members by 1809 were Gouda (461), Leiden (129), Hoorn (137), 
and the village of Nieuwkoop, all in Holland. The Remonstrants in 
Amersfoort had dwindled to thirty-three and in the city of Utrecht to a mere 
twenty-seven. Well before 1800, Remonstrantism was extinct in Overijssel, 
including Kampen, and almost so in Gelderland (see Table 52). The last 
Remonstrant congregation in Friesland, at Dokkum, survived until 1796, 
when the remaining ten members dissolved their congregation and merged 
with the Anabaptists. 


TABLE 52. Breakdown of the population of the Kingdom of the Netherlands in 
1809 by religious confession 


Population 
Province Total Reformed Catholic Lutheran Mennonite Remonst. Jews 


North Holland 387,660 208,825 100,370 40,030 10,610 " goo 23,680 
South Holland 401,240 289,560 90,780 10,240 470 3,056 5,890 


Utrecht 107,940 60,880 42,160 2,110 180 80 1,210 
Zeeland 80,180 69,360 8830 1,380 270 fr) 270 
(former) States 

Flanders 30,000 16,050 13,500 300 160 fc) 50 
Friesland 172,980 141,520 16,310 880 ‘13,050 fe) 1,020 
Groningen 130,890 113,220 10,130 = 1,970 3,860 fe) 1,720 
Drenthe 44,640 43,390 330 130 40 fe) 750 
Overijssel 143,830 89,630 49,620 ‘1,010 2,110 fo) 1,650 
Gelderland 248,620 153,490 90,310 2,020 ‘190 15 2,230 
North Brabant 294,960 34,600 -258,350 970 6 10 1,010 
Limburg 162,570 1,870 159,740 360 0 ) 600 
East Friesland 126,380 25,530 1,970 96,070 480 re) 1,740 
TOTAL 2,205,500 1,222,210 840,210 61,790 30,890 4,080 39,600 
(excluding East Friesland) .(55.4%) (38.1%) (2.8%) (1.4%) (0.18%) (1.80%) 
TOTAL 1,717,977. 1,169,682 408,624 60,264 30,780 4,060 37,940 
(excluding East Friesland 
and former Generality 
Lands) (68%) (23%) (3.5%) (1.8%) (0.24%) (2.2%) 


Source: De Kok, Nederland op de breuklijn, 288. 
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The tension between Voetians and Cocceians which had been such a major 
element in Dutch church and university politics in the late seventeenth 
century had been eased by the States of Holland’s reglement of 1694 (see 
p. 669 above). Even so Voetian-Cocceian polemics remained a significant 
factor far beyond the sphere of pure theological debate, permeating church, 
academic, and local politics until the mid-eighteenth century,” and lingering 
in the background even in the closing decades. The death of William II, in 
1702, precipitated a general reaction against his methods and principal 
supporters throughout the United Provinces, and led, consequently, to a 
shift in favour of the Cocceians throughout the Church, society, and 
universities. 

This was especially the case in Zeeland and Utrecht. In June 1695, the 
States of Utrecht had adopted Holland’s reglement, for the preserving of 
‘peace’ in the ‘Church and academy of this province’, admonishing the 
professors to eschew the use of ‘Voetian’ and ‘Cocceian’ labels in their 
teaching. Nevertheless, the university of Utrecht remained, for the moment, 
a Voetian stronghold, dominated by men such as Melchior Leydecker, a 
leading Voetian opponent of Bekker. When, in 1698, the vroedschap tried to 
appoint the Franeker Cocceian, Campegius Vitringa, to a newly vacant 
professorship in theology, William III personally intervened, summoning 
one of the burgomasters to see him, at Het Loo, to block the appointment.” 
After William’s death, the vroedschap promptly sought a leading Cocceian 
and, failing to procure Vitringa, secured the doyen of Reformed liberal 
theologians (though strictly speaking, not a genuine Cocceian), Herman 
Alexander Réell (1653-1718), at a salary of 2,200 guilders, which was much 
more than any other Utrecht professor then earned. This appointment, in 
1704, reinforced Cartesianism in Utrecht, but provoked uproar in the 
theology and philosophy faculties and furious strife in the consistory, 
prompting the regents to warn Leydecker and other Voetian hardliners of 
firm ‘measures’ if they refused to live ‘in peace and friendship’ with Réell.?” 
The academic atmosphere at Utrecht became milder only after Leydecker 
ceased lecturing, in 1716, and Réell died, two years later. By the 1720s, the 
university was calm. Yet Voetian and Cocceian credentials remained a prime 
factor in determining academic appointments for several decades more. 

In Zeeland, the anti-Orangist reaction, after 1702, led to a brief Cocceian 
ascendancy at Middelburg which then faded temporarily with the Orangist 
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revival after 1713.:After this came a further bout of bitter Cocceian—Voetian 
strife in the years 1715-20, followed, in the 1720s; by a: renewed Cocceian 
ascendancy over the consistories and. classes of Zeeland’ which continued 
down. to the revolution of 1747.% During: the Jater eighteenth century, 
Cocceian—Voetian antagonism was no longer so fundamental in Dutch 
culture as formerly. Even so, it is noteworthy that William IV, and later also 
William V, endeavoured in Zeeland, as in Holland; to revive and strengthen 
the Voetian stream within the public Church. 

The same swing towards a: Cocceian ascendancy occurred, albeit. less 
dramatically, also in Holland. After 1702, Cocceians gained the upper hand 
at Leiden, backed by the yroedschap, which in the early eighteenth century 
was one of the most republican-minded in the province. In 1712, Leiden’s 
Cocceian consistory, with the approval of the regents, voted to:put up a 
stone. memorial plaque, embellished with a carved portrait. of Cocceius, in 
the city’s principal church. Voetians were outraged, considering this a 
blatantly provocative, even ‘Catholicizing’, move, manifesting a desire to 
‘canonize’ Cocceius.” : The. overriding consideration in regent minds after 
1702, however, was to damp down Voetian—Cocceian: conflict as much as 
possible, using the placard of 1694. Intermittent attempts to rekindle the 
flames were rigorously: quelled. One highly inflammatory onslaught on 
Cocceianism published after 1702 was the Entretiens (1707) of Pierre de 
Joncourt, a Huguenot minister at The Hague. De Joncourt poured scorn on 
Cocceian methods of biblical exegesis, remarking that nobody in France or 
England took any interest in Cocceianism.” De Joncourt was instantly 
assailed by various Cocceian theologians. Alarm at the possible ramifica- 
tions of this affray permeated the Walloon Church of the United :Provirnices 
at its annual gathering at Goes, in May 1707. Hitherto, Huguenots in: the 
Republic had remained scrupulously neutral in the Voetian—Cocceian con- 
troversies and De Joncourt’s outburst was viewed as a threat to both the 
neutrality and the internal unity of the Walloon Church. The synod took 
care not to censure De Joncourt’s anti-Cocceianism as ‘such, condemning, 
and disciplining, him purely for defying the Church’s rule against meddling 
in the Voetian—Cocceian disputes. 

With De Joncourt silenced, the figure who: took up the.cudgels against 
D’Outrein and emerged as the foremost Voetian controversialist of the early 
eighteenth century was Jacobus Fruytier (1659-1731), a pupil of Leydecker, 
and (like him) a Zeelander, whose father had played a prominent part in 
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stirring up opposition to Momma in 1676. Fruytier, appointed by the then 
rigidly Voetian consistory to a living in Rotterdam, in 1700, published his 
principal attack on the Cocceians, his Sions Worstelingen, there, in 1713. He 
charged Cocceians with undermining faith and the Church’s authority by 
dragging in the ‘Trojan Horse of reason’, denouncing, in particular, Bekker 
and Réell. He also assailed Oldenbarnevelt, and his party, for policies which 
had weakened the Church, planting the seeds of decay which had developed 
into Cocceianism, a tampering with Scripture and dogma which had 
culminated, as he saw it, in the poison of Bekker and the denial of Satan. 
He predicted that, as doubt spread, and the Church became more divided 
inwardly, honest Cocceians would eventually admit their error in allowing 
the rationalists into their midst and. renounce Cocceius.*" Fruytier continued 
polemicizing against the Cocceians, and Réell’s rationalism, until his death, 
but after 1715 was compelled by the South Holland Synod to considerably 
moderate his tone.” 

After 1716, when Henricus Ravesteyn, a Reformed preacher at Zwolle, 
published his Philadelphia, a plea for an end to the theological Eighty Years 
War which had divided. the Dutch Reformed Church since the 1640s, calls 
for reconciliation and harmony became increasingly frequent. The labels 
‘Voetians’ and ‘Cocceian’ continued to be widely used down to the 1750s, 
but with less vehemence than in the past. A notable contribution towards 
this result was the book Eubulus (1737) by the Gelderland preacher 
Johannes Mauritius Mommers.** Mommers listed seventy-six propositions 
drawn from Cocceius’ writings which had proven particularly divisive. He 
then examined each in turn, arguing that, when studied in a spirit of 
detachment and good-will, the differences turned out, in each case, to be less 
fundamental than was commonly supposed. 

The alleviation of the feuding within the public Church, from the 1720s, 
went hand in hand with the ending of policies of intolerance on the part of 
the provincial and civic authorities in the. lesser provinces and easing of 
antagonism (at any rate after 1750) between the main confessional blocs 
within society. During the first half of the eighteenth century, there were still 
moments of acute tension between Protestants and Catholics, especially the 
'1730s, when the Republic was swept by a wave of anti-Catholic sentiment. 
In June 1734, the Reformed population was gripped by a collective state of 
panic fed by rumours that the Catholics were planning a general mutiny to 
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take over. the state and the public Church.* There were various disturb- 
ances. States party regents accused the Orangists of being behind it all, and 
deliberately inflating fears as a political and psychological ploy to heighten 
the appeal. of the House of Orange and stadholderate in the eyes of the 
Protestant populace.*’ The Leiden city council mounted special patrols to 
protect Catholic prayer-houses in the city from attack. Later, there were 
again anti-Catholic disturbances during the Orangist revolution of 1747. 
But, as-in England in the eighteenth century, such anti-Catholic agitation, 
based on a mixture of fear and popular hostility, was essentially a social and 
political phenomenon. It no longer played a central role in high culture and 
intellectual life. 

The easing of internal confessional friction, and advance of toleration, 
encouraged the growth of dialogue between the main confessional blocs, 
first among the most literate part of the population, and then within society 
as a whole: All these phenomena were aspects of a single process. As the 
Enlightenment gathered momentum, and awareness of the new philosophy 
and science spread, the sway of both theological dogma and ecclesiastical 
authority, in society, slowly weakened. 

The change was especially.evident among the Anabaptist and Lutheran 
communities, which were both less deeply divided than during the seven- 
teenth century.: Among the Anabaptists, the eighteenth century, the age of 
toleration and Enlightenment, was an age of decline in numbers but also of 
reconciling: the old internal splits. The divisions of the seventeenth century 
did not disappear: From the time of the Amsterdam rift of 1664, the 
so-called Lammerenkrijg, down to the end of the eighteenth century, Dutch 
Anabaptism was divided into three main blocs—the ‘Lambs’, or the more 
liberal grouping; the ‘Sunists’, or conservatives who were, in turn, divided 
internally into moderate and conservative wings; and, finally, the ultra- 
orthodox remnants of the Old Flemish and Old Frisians.** But only the last 
grouping (who were especially strong in Groningen) stuck to the absolutes 
of the past, still seeing themselves as the only true followers of Menno 
Simons, a holy community in a sinful world which must: remain isolated 
from it and eschew dialogue with the rest. Most Anabaptists, both ‘Lamists’ 
and ‘Sunists’, no longer saw themselves.as the only true church of Christ 
that should live in intellectual and religious isolation from others. The last 
major eruption of inter-Anabaptist wrangling in the Republic, a fierce 
polemical exchange in Groningen, in the years 1735-42, was mainly 
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provoked by hardline ‘true Mennonites’ protesting over the changes .to 
which other Anabaptists were adapting. 

A number of Anabaptist ministers were among the most enthusiastic 
advocates of friendly relations, and discussion, among the confessions in the 
Republic during the eighteenth century. A notable instance. was Johannes 
Deknatel, preacher at ‘The Lam’, on the Singel, in Amsterdam from: 1726 
until his death, in 1759. Deknatel put much effort into cultivating better 
relations between the different Anabaptist groupings, promoting links with 
the Collegiants, to whom he was close, and establishing dialogue. with 
Pietists and Cocceians within the public Church. Like: Isaac le Long, who 
wrote extensively on economic as well as religious matters, Deknatel saw 
himself as the champion of all victims of religious intolerance:and was active 
in the moves to bring a group of persecuted Moravian Brethren—‘Hernhut- 
ters’—to settle, in the late 1730s, in Amsterdam.?” He became a close friend 
of Count Nicholas Ludwig von Zinzendorf, the ‘founder’ of the ‘Hernhut- 
ter’ sect.in Holland. 

But no confessional bloc was more divided, internally, :in the:-early 
eighteenth century, than the Catholics; and among no other was the easing 
of tension, in the middle years of the century, more sudden. Like the feud 
between Voetians and Cocceians within the Reformed Church, the great rift 
in Dutch Catholicism which arose in late seventeenth and early eighteenth 
centuries. had its origins in theological controversy reaching back :to tthe 
middle of the previous century. But, where strife among the Reformed had 
waned since the 1690s, that dividing Jansenists and anti-Jansenists. within 
the Dutch Catholic Church escalated further after Pope Clement XI 
(1700-21) took a more resolutely anti-Jansenist line than his predecessors, 
forcing the rift in the Republic into the open.**. In 1702, at the outset of the 
-War of the Spanish Succession, with the Bourbon monarchs, and the new 
regime in Brussels, adopting a harshly anti-Jansenist stance in theology and 
-church affairs, the Papacy suspended the then Vicar-Apostolic of the Dutch 
Catholic Church, Pieter Codde, despite his strong support among -local 
‘secular clergy, on account of his Jansenist leanings. Codde, who had studied 
in France and been deeply influenced by Arnauld and Quesnel, had indeed 
‘done much, since becoming Dutch Vicar-Apostolic, in 1688, to promote 
Jansenist attitudes and theology, appointing Jansenists to senior posts, and 
harbouring French Jansenist refugees.*® At this point, there were 466 priests 


7” Van der Berg, ‘Zinzendorf en de Hernhutters’, 77-8. 
¥ Spiertz, ‘Achtergronden’, 183. 
» Polman, Katholiek Nederland, i. 18-20. 


The Churches 5035 


in the: Missio, 340 seculars, fifty-nine Jesuits, and sixty-seven other regu- 
lars.” 

Codde’s removal had been pressed for for years by the Jesuits and other 
anti-Jansenists. One of his chief opponents, Theodorus de Cock, was 
appointed Vicar-General in his place. But the latter encountered opposition 
not only. from local Catholics but also the Holland regents, who had always 
been hostile to Jesuits and disapproved of forceful papal intervention in a 
matter which so deeply divided Dutch Catholics. In August 1702, the States 
issued a placard forbidding their Catholic subjects to recognize anyone as 
Vicar-General ‘unless approved by the Gecommitteerde Raden. De Cock 
assured Brussels that the rift between Dutch Jansenists and anti-Jansenists 
was becoming also a split between ‘Roman Catholics’ and ‘States Catho- 
lics’' In the view of the ecclesiastical authorities in the Bourbon Nether- 
lands, only a minority of the Catholic priests on Dutch territory could be 
classed as ‘Jansenists’ in theology. Nevertheless, in the years after 1702, 
those who found it expedient to be considered ‘Jansenists’, by the Dutch 
authorities, formed a majority of secular clergy and were especially strong 
in the traditional centres of post-1572 Dutch Catholicism, Utrecht and 
Haarlem. 

Leading Dutch secular priests committed to the idea of the freedom and 
separateness (from Brussels) of the ‘Batavian Church’, men such as Johan 
Christiaan van Erkel (1654-1734), turned to Heinsius. Ordinary Catholics 
now had to decide whether to obey the Pope, and recognize the authority 
of De Cock, or obey the States and refuse to acknowledge him.® In 1704, 
the Gecommitteerde Raden examined a batch of priests, including three 
Jesuits, who had been appointed by De Cock, in disregard of the placard of 
1702, suspending eleven from preaching and expelling two from the prov- 
ince. In .1707; and again in 1709, the States of Holland refused to allow the 
papacy’s choice as. Vicar-Apostolic to be acknowledged. The Pensionary of 
Amsterdam informed the Catholic authorities in Brussels that only a 
‘Jansenist’ would be acceptable. Jesuits were also locally expelled, in 1708, 
from Amsterdam—where the city council was following a strongly pro- 
Jansenist policy—and Gouda. In 1717, the papacy appointed another 
Vicar-Apostolic, Joan van Bijlevelt, against the wishes of many Dutch 
secular clergy, and in violation of the 1702 placard, and Holland again 
forbade his being acknowledged. In February 1720, he was expelled from 
Utrecht at.the States of Holland’s request. In 1720, the States General and 
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States of Holland proclaimed a general expulsion of the Jesuits, though it 
was not very strictly enforced and some were able to remain. This action 
was justified on the grounds that the Papacy and Jesuits: were seeking to 
compel the consciences. of Dutch Catholics, and make them submit to an 
authority which lay outside the Republic, and that this conflicted with the 
basic principles of the Republic by which the conscience of the individual 
must not be compelled. 

The tension within the Dutch Catholic Church culminated in the formal 
schism which took place in April 1723, when the leaders of the ‘refractory’ 
clergy appointed one of their number, the Amsterdammer Cornelis Steen- 
hoven (1651-1725), ‘Archbishop of Utrecht’ and head of what subsequently 
came to be known as the ‘Old Catholic Church’.** All attempts to end the 
schism proved abortive. When Steenhoven died, the Old Catholic clergy 
appointed as their second ‘Archbishop of Utrecht’ the still more aggressively 
Jansenist Comelis Barchman Wuytiers (1693-1733), a protégé of Pasquier 
Quesnel. There were now two rival hierarchies in the Holland Mission, one 
obeying the Vicar-Apostolic appointed by the Pope, and retaining the 
allegiance of the majority of the Catholic-population, and a Jansenist ‘Old 
Catholic Church’, refusing to obey the Pope and obedient to its own 
‘Archbishop of Utrecht’. The Papacy. deployed every means to weaken the 
‘Old Catholic Church’, calling on loyal Catholics in the Republic to reject 
the refractory clergy and mobilizing the kings of France, Spain, Portugal, 
and Poland, besides numerous other lesser potentates,.to protest to the 
States General .at. the official encouragement being given to the splinter 
Church. But, as Louis XV’s chief minister, Cardinal Fleury, observed, in 
1726, the Holland regents had no intention of facilitating a restoration of 
unity, preferring to see the Dutch Catholic population divided, sympath- 
izing with the quasi-Calvinist characteristics of the Jansenist clergy, and 
citing freedom of conscience as justification for blocking efforts to end the 
schism.“ 

The schism became permanent. The Dutch ‘Old Catholic Church’ sur- 
vived as a separate Church, outside the Catholic Church, down to the 
present day. Nevertheless, it rapidly lost much of its original support and 
influence. In 1725, seventy-eight of the priests in the Holland Mission were 
Classified as ‘refractarii’, nearly a quarter of the total in the Mission. But 
Bijlevelt succeeded in obtaining more priests from ’s-Hertogenbosch, Roer- 
mond, Minster, Mechelen, and elsewhere with which to replace the defec- 
tors and by 1726 the number of priests obedient to Rome had risen to nearly 
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300.45 The campaign in progress, since 1703, to persuade Catholic parishio- 
ners not to receive the sacraments from the hands of the ‘Jansenists’ was 
stepped up and led to an effective boycott throughout the Republic. At 
Amsterdam, in 1723, less than 10 per cent of the Catholic population were 
reported to be adhering to the schismatic Church. At Rotterdam, around a 
quarter of the Catholic population were classified in 1726 as ‘Old Catholic’, 
that is, took communion with ‘refractory’ priests. But by the 1750s this had 
dropped sharply, to less than Io per cent of the total, and, by 1800, only 3 
per cent of Rotterdam Catholics belonged to the schismatic Church.“ 
Although there had been substantial Jansenist support among the Catholic 
population at Zwolle and other places in the east of the Republic in the late 
seventeenth century, it is striking that in 1726 there were no ‘Old Catholic’ 
priests in Overijssel, Gelderland, Groningen; Zeeland, or in Cleves-Mark, 
and only two in Friesland. Overwhelmingly, the. schismatic Church was 
confined to Utrecht and Holland.“’ In 1809, there were.still 867 ‘Old 
Catholics’ in the city of Utrecht, and 141 in Amersfoort, but these were the 
only two remaining ‘Old Catholic’ congregations: in the province. In 
Holland, the only ‘Old Catholic’ congregations with over one hundred 
members were at Dordrecht (112), Gouda (123), The Hague (126), Rotter- 
dam (444), Amsterdam (125), Den Helder (where they were the majority of 
the Catholic community), Hilversum (517), and, largest of all, curiously, the 
village of Egmond-aan-Zee, the only place where they constituted a majority 
of the population, outnumbering the Reformed and Roman Catholics 
combined.“* Outside Holland and Utrecht, the only ‘Old Catholic’ congre- 
gations existing at the beginning of the nineteenth century were at Culem- 
borg; where over 10 per cent of the Catholic community (who made up over 
half the population of the town) belonged to the ‘Old Catholics’. 
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THE DUTCH IMPACT 


he Enlightenment was one of the most crucial intellectual and general 

cultural shifts in the history of Europe. It was a vast and many-sided 
phenomenon which can perhaps usefully be summed up under four heads— 
a shift to toleration, secularization, classification of knowledge, and popu- 
Jarization, the last particularly as regards science. 

All European countries were deeply affected: by the Enlightenment. But 
some played a larger role in generating, and propagating, the new ideas than 
others. In contrast to most of the rest, the influence and vitality of the Dutch 
Enlightenment in the eighteenth century was of decreasing, rather than 
increasing, importance. In this respect, the: Dutch somewhat resembled the 
English (as distinct from the Scottish) Enlightenment, being rooted in major 
intellectual breakthroughs of the late seventeenth.century,. and exerting a 
powerful influence on the European Enlightenment early in the eighteenth, 
but having much less impact later. For Europe, the Dutch Enlightenment 
may be said to have been fundamental in the first third of the eighteenth 
century, of some, but diminishing, importance in the second, and marginal 
by the third. . 

A striking feature of Dutch cultural and intellectual life at the close of the 
Golden Age, and a continuing peculiarity of the Dutch Enlightenment 
during the early eighteenth century, was the split between the intellectual 
flowering in the French language, on the one hand, and Dutch and Latin, 
on the other. The principal Huguenot minds in the Republic—Bayle, 
Basnage, and Marchand—were by no means working in isolation from their 
Dutch context. They had Dutch patrons and associates and, in many ways, 
adapted to their new environment. They were also avidly read and discussed 
by the Dutch theologians, philosophers, scientists, and regent intellectuals 
around them. Yet they took no part in the Dutch Cartesian, Cocceian, and 
Bekkerite debates, they rarely taught in the Dutch universities, and their 
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work scarcely-ever:appeared in the Dutch language. Only in the controversy 
about Spinoza did the Huguenots, particularly Bayle, figure prominently. 
Most failed to master Dutch: Bayle managed :to live twenty-five years in 
Rotterdam without speaking any Dutch.' Prosper Marchand (1678-1756), 
the last great Huguenot mind to arrive, appeared in 1709, and spent half.a 
century in the Republic, where he. was.a major figure. Yet he never learnt 
to speak Dutch: and: remained heavily orientated, in his work, towards 
Bayle, and other. Huguenots, rather than Dutch writers, though he collabor- 
ated with several of those, notably Justus van Effen.and the physicist Willem 
Jacob van -’s Gravesande, who worked in both languages.” 

A major ‘aspect of the European Enlightenment was the change which 
took place, from about.1700,:in debate about religion. Positive appreciation 
of toleration increased; confessional zeal receded, discussion emerged from 
the arena controlled by Churches and churchmen, and, above all, there was 
a new awareness and interest in the variety of religion and relationships 
between different religious traditions and theological systems. The impulse 
to classify and compare theological: standpoints received new impetus from 
Bayle’s Dictionnaire.and remained much in evidence down to the middle of 
the eighteenth century.. 

A: key- figure.in this process was Bayle’s friend Jacques Basnage (1653- 
1723), son of a Rouen Huguenot jurist, and preacher to the French 
Reformed community in Rotterdam, from 1685 to 1709, who was then 
brought. by Heinsius (who held him in high regard) to be minister at the 
Walloon Church in The Hague. This noted champion of toleration compiled 
L’Histoire et la religion des Juifs depuis Jésus-Christ jusqu’a présent (§ vols.; 
1706-11), the first general account of post-biblical Jewry written in Europe 
and remarkable for its objective tone, notably the detached attitude to the 
seventeenth-century Sephardic: anti-Christian polemicists Elie Montalto, 
Saul Levie Morteira, and Isaac Orobio de Castro. Basnage himself was 
aware of the novelty of his enterprise and: deliberately stressed the injustice 
and persecution to. which: Christians had subjected the Jews, in order to 
make Christians think about the relationship in a new way.’ For the same 
reason, he gave considerable space to the arguments against Christianity put 
forward by Isaac Orobio de Castro in his famous debate with Van Limborch 
in (or around) 1684. The knowledge of Jewish writers’ rebuttal of Chris- 
tianity which became a feature of the French radical Enlightenment after 
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1750, especially of the: work of the Baron:d’Holbach, can be. said to have 
entered the world of the Enlightenment through Basnage and his circle.‘ 

Another central figure in classifying and reappraising religions. was the 
Swiss Jean. Le Clerc (1657-1736). Le Clerc. was:a Genevan Calvinist pastor 
who, through reading Grotius, Stephen: Curcellaeus,: and Episcoptus, be- 
came persuaded of the truth of Remonstrantism. Unable to declare himself 
a Remonstrant in Switzerland, he settled in. Amsterdam, at the prompting 
of Van Limborch, in 1684, and became the: great spokesman of: Remon- 
strantism in. French. He married Maria, daughter of. Gregorio Leti, and 
followed his friend Van Limborch, and Episcopius, as.a leading champion 
of toleration. One of his projects was the first general edition of the works 
of Erasmus (10 vols.; 1703-6), long the hero of the Remonstrants. His chief 
importance, however, was as a reviewer.of religious: and philosophical 
literature. His journal, which appeared in its mature period under the title 
Bibliothéque choisie (28 vols.; 1703-13), and later as the. Bibliothéque 
ancienne et moderne (29 vols.; 1714-27), went beyond Bayle’s Nouvelles in 
providing systematic and objective reviews. 

A striking example of the new approach to religion was the monumental 
Cérémonies et Coutumes religieuses de tous les peuples. du monde, published 
at Amsterdam, in thirteen volumes, in 1723. This work, largely written: by 
Jean-Frédéric Bernard (1683?-1744) and magnificently illustrated by the 
engraver Freemason Bernard Picart (1673~1733),:was remarkable for re- 
viewing religious practices. and rites systematically, treating Christianity as 
just another religion alongside Judiasm, Islam, and Freemasonry.* Picart 
went to some lengths to ensure the authenticity of his illustrations, particip- 
ating personally, for example, in a Passover seder night service in the home 
of a leading Amsterdam Sephardic elder, in order to be able to depict the 
scene. A further contribution to the Enlightenment’s reappraisal of religion 
was Marchand’s principal work, his Dictionnaire historique (2 vols.; The 
Hague, 1758-9), a supplement.to Bayle, embodying a secular critique of 
Catholicism—for its intolerance and tradition of persecution—and a dis- 
passionate treatment of Socinianism. 

Dutch, as distinct from Dutch Huguenot, Enlightenment writers were, on 
the whole, less preoccupied with religion.and more concerned with science. 
The point at which the two wings of the Dutch Enlightenment met was in 
the campaign against Spinoza. This intellectual offensive, spearheaded by 
Bayle, continued without let-up throughout the first quarter of the eight- 
eenth century. Many works of the period attest to the pervasive presence of 
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‘Spinozists* in Dutch society, equating ‘Spinozists’ with free-thinkers. It was 
usual also to deplore the openness with which ‘Spinozists’ dared express 
their opinions.® Although the Republic resembled England, during the first 
two decades of the eighteenth century, in being a country where deism, and 
rejection of revealed religion, were commonly perceived to be widespread 
phenomena, Dutch society was unique in mounting such a sustained 
anti-deist and anti-atheistic offensive.. It was pressed home despite—or 
perhaps because of—the fact that many figures of the. intellectual main- 
stream, including Bayle and Marchand, were suspected of being more 
inclined to free-thinking themselves than they cared to admit. 

As a consequence of the campaign against the ‘Spinozists’, deism and 
rejection of revelation in the United Provinces, which were equated with 
Spinozism, became an underground movement, a clandestine stream which 
has aptly been called the ‘Radical Enlightenment’.’ Reacting against Spin- 
oza, the Dutch mainstream Enlightenment never frontally questioned divine 
revelation, but sought, rather, to combine a conventionally pious—albeit 
tolerant and non-confessional—belief that God is omnipresent in nature 
and society with zeal for empirical science and the esprit systématique.* The 
principal early exponent of this ‘physico-theology’ in the United Provinces, 
the regent philosopher Bernard Nieuwentyt (1654-1718) of Purmerend, 
wrote two long, and influential, books to refute Spinoza and the other 
‘many atheistic books’ pervading the Dutch scene, promoting empirical 
science in conjunction with veneration for a revealed God who is also 
evident in every detail of nature, Het Regt Gebruik der Werelt Beschouw- 
ingen (1715) and the Gronden van Zekerheid (1720). These enjoyed great 
popularity in the Republic and, unlike later Dutch books, appeared in 
English and German, as well as French and Dutch, and had a certain impact 
in France.? Originally a Cartesian, Nieuwentyt in these books categorically 
rejected Cartesian science, as based on a priori reasoning, advocating 
instead the philosophia experimentalis of the ‘famous Mr Boyle in Eng- 
land’,”° that is, empiricism. Nieuwentyt’s importance lies not in his origin- 
ality—a similar physico-theology had already been propagated in France, 
by Fénélon, in his Démonstration de l’existence de Dieu par les merveilles de 
la Nature.(1712), and in England by writers such as John Ray and William 
Derham—but rather in his lasting impact on Dutch culture." For, in 
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contrast to France, Nieuwentyt’s comfortable conjunction of questing 
empiricism with an unquestioning faith which avoided the challenging issues 
raised by Spinoza, Huygens, Bayle, and Bekker continued to dominate the 
whole of the Dutch mainstream Enlightenment. Nieuwentyt explained: in the 
preface of Het regt gebruik that he wrote in Dutch specifically in order to 
influence his compatriots and check the spread of ‘atheism’ in Dutch society. 

The growing reliance of the Dutch trading system on industry, and 
technological sophistication, during the last phases of Dutch world trade 
primacy, down to 1740, imparted an impetus to applied and theoretical 
science and technology which went beyond anything found elsewhere in 
continental Europe during the first half of the eighteenth century.: In 
physics, the role of the Dutch was to package, and propagate, Newtonian 
science. Here the two key figures were: Willem: Jacob van ’s Gravesande 
(1688-1742) and Pieter van Musschenbroek (1692-1761). ’s Gravesande, the 
son of a Generality official at ’s-Hertogenbosch, did more than anyone 
before Voltaire to spread awareness of Newton’s principles: in. Europe, 
partly through the Journal de la République des Lettres, which he established 
together with Marchand and Van Effen in 1713:.’s Gravesande had visited 
England, conferred with Newton, and, .after becoming professor of physics, 
in 1717, drew hundreds of foreign students to Leiden to imbibe the new 
science through his lectures. In 1719, he published a famous handbook .of 
physics which made him the chief exponent: of Newtonian science on the 
Continent, a role he retained through the 1720s and 1730s. Musschenbroek 
had also met Newton and, whilst professor at Duisburg (1719-23), .and 
especially as professor of mathematics at Utrecht (1723-40), became the 
second internationally famous Dutch exponent of the new science. 

Besides teaching and popularizing, ’s Gravesande was a theorist. of some 
stature, who introduced several refinements to Newton’s laws, and. an 
inventor who devised an array of pumps, steam-machines,.and cranes.'? He 
also attempted to integrate Newtonian science with philosophy, taking care 
to warn his students against Spinoza, whose ideas he denounced as ‘trés 
dangereuses’, and whom he accused of abusing the mathematical method." 
Musschenbroek also published a handbook of Newtonian science, his 
Elementa physico-mathematica (1726), and was a famous inventor. His two 
most notable contrivances were the pyrometer, a device for measuring high 
temperatures, in furnaces, and the atmometer, an instrument for measuring 
evaporation from moist surfaces. ~ 
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Voltaire’s main object in visiting the United Provinces (for the third time) 
over the winter of 1736-7, was to attend ’s Gravesande’s lectures, and. visit 
the great Boerhaave, in preparation for his own Newtonian handbook, the 
Eléments de la philosophie de Newton (1738).'4 Voltaire owed a large debt to 
*s. Gravesande and had no doubt that he and Boerhaave were the two 
leading men of Dutch science, reporting to the young Frederick the Great, 
in Berlin, in January 1737, that between them the two professors had 
attracted four or five hundred of the foreign students then to be found in 
Leiden. 

In physics, the Dutch Enlightenment was the intermediary between 
Britain and the Continent.’ But in microscopical science, botany, anatomy, 
and medicine, the Dutch Enlightenment may fairly be described as the 
instructor of Europe, including Britain. The tradition of Huygens and Van 
Leeuwenhoek in lenses and microscopical science was continued especially 
by Nicolaas Hartsoeker (1656-1725), son of a Remonstrant. preacher at 
Gouda. After spending many years at Paris, making telescopes for the 
observatory, he had his own observatory assigned to him, by the vroedschap 
in Amsterdam, in the years 1696-1704, before becoming court mathemati- 
cian to the Elector. of the Palatinate, at Heidelberg. He spent the last part 
of his life (1716-25) back in the Republic. Hartsoeker was both a leading 
anti-Newtonian and critic of Van Leeuwenhoek who in his Conjectures 
Physiques (1707) and subsequent works strove to build an alternative 
scientific system."© Among other disputes with Van Leeuwenhoek, he 
claimed to have preceded him in discovering sperm. 

In botany, the traditions of Commelin, Rumphius, and others were 
continued in the early eighteenth century by Ruysch, Commelin’s nephew 
Caspar Commelin (1668-1731), also a leading botanist, and Boerhaave who, 
among his other roles, became head of the Leiden hortus botanicus in 1709, 
subsequently publishing his celebrated catalogue of the 3,700 species then to 
be found in the university gardens. It was above all owing to the large 
number of exotic and rare plants, preserved as dried specimens in Dutch 
collections, and grown in regent, patrician, and academic gardens, that the 
famous Swedish botanist Carl Linnaeus (1707-78), who was chiefly known 
as a classifier of botanical species, spent several years in the United 
Provinces (1735-8) researching and completing two books the manuscripts 
of which he had brought with him from Sweden. His Systerna Naturae was 
published at Leiden, in 1735, and his Fundamenta Botanica, the following 
year. 
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‘Herman Boerhaave (1668-1738), another preacher’s son, and an enthusi- 
ast for religious toleration as well as science, was one of the principal figures 
of the Dutch Enlightenment and, in his day, the most famous medical man 
in Europe. The importance of ‘le célébre Boerhaave’, as Voltaire called him, 
lies not in any particular discoveries but rather in his unrivalled grasp of the 
scientific knowledge of his time and conception of medicine as a clinical 
science based on knowledge of all the sciences, understood in an empirical 
rather than deductive sense.’? He placed great stress on demonstrations in 
chemistry, as well as anatomy, botany, and microscopical science. Among 
the most influential of his many books were his medical Aphorismi (1709), 
notes on diagnosis and treatment, and his Elementa Chemiae (1732) which 
was admired by Voltaire," translated into various languages, and remained, 
for much of the eighteenth century, one of Europe’s principal handbooks 
on chemistry. Like ’s Gravesande and Musschenbroek an enthusiast for 
Newton, Boerhaave taught Voltaire and the rest of Europe how Newtonian 
principles applied in chemistry.’? He was visited in Leiden by. Peter the 
Great, in 1717, and accompanied the Tsar on his tour of the Leiden hortus, 
and its museum. The rise of Boerhaave, who by the 1720s was the foremost 
figure of Dutch academe, marked the final overthrow of Cartesian deductive 
science in the United Provinces and its replacement with the empirical esprit 
systématique of the eighteenth century.”° 

Several of Boerhaave’s pupils led famous careers in Germany and at St 
Petersburg. Among the most able was Gerard van Swieten (1700-72), a 
native of Leiden who spent many years there first as a student and later a 
practising physician whilst Boerhaave was at his height. As a Catholic, he 
was excluded from a professorship in the Republic, but, after Boerhaave’s 
death, was appointed personal physician to the Empress Maria Theresa and 
director of the Imperial Library, in Vienna. During the 1740s, Van Swieten 
remodelled the medical faculty of the university of Vienna on the Leiden 
pattern, applying the principles of Boerhaave. Van Swieten’s chief published 
work was his commentary on Boerhaave’s Aphorismi, which he published at 
Leiden (6 vols.; 1766-72), towards the end of his life. 

The Dutch medical and anatomical collections, with their attendant 
drawings and prints, were no less celebrated than the collections of rare 
plants and insects with their accompanying paintings. Building on Swam- 
merdam’s methods,” Ruysch won particular renown for his skill in preserv- 
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ing and displaying anatomical organs as well as other physiological, 
entomological, and botanical specimens. His celebrated natural: history 
collection was sold to Tsar Peter the Great, in 1717,-for 30,000 guilders: He 
then built up a new museum which was sold, after his death, in 1731, to the 
Polish. king, for 20,000 guilders. The natural history collections, and 
‘cabinets of rarities’, were celebrated features of early eighteenth-century 
Amsterdam and Leiden and the most impressive in Europe. But such 
collections were not confined only to those cities. The craze for collecting 
‘rarities’ spread throughout the maritime provinces and beyond. One of the 
chief attractions of Utrecht for diplomats attending the peace conference in 
1712-13 was the museum of the Huguenot Nicholas Chevalier, renowned 
for its stuffed rare birds and animals, as well as coins, Chinese sculpture, 
and oriental weapons.” Francois Valentijn (1666-1721), the Reformed 
preacher who spent many years in the East Indies, translated the Bible into 
Malay, and wrote the famous compendium about the Dutch empire in the 
east, the Oud en Nieuw Oost-Indien (1724-6), won fame, after retiring to his 
native Dordrecht, in 1714, as a collector of marine shells and plants.” He 
founded a society of conchologists at Dordrecht called Neptune’s Cabinet. 

The essence of the Dutch mainstream Enlightenment was the overthrow 
of Cartesian deductive science and its replacement with philosophia ex- 
perimentalis, a mania for scientific classification which spilled over beyond 
the realm of the natural sciences. A typical exponent of eighteenth-century 
esprit systématique was Lambert ten Kate.(1674-1731), one of the founding 
fathers of modern linguistics. A friend of the painters Van der Werff and 
Jan van Huysum—the latter as renowned as Ruysch’s daughter, as.a flower 
painter—Ten Kate carried out pioneering research in ancient Gothic, early 
German, old Dutch, and Anglo-Saxon, and was the first to classify the 
Germanic languages in terms of sound shifts, attempting to establish their 
relationships and evolution. In his introduction to his main work, Ten Kate 
spoke of his pride in the Dutch language and impulse to uncover its 
‘linguistic evolution by means of research. into old Germanic languages.” 
Boswell was struck ‘by the originality of Ten Kate’s work on arriving in 
Utrecht, more than half a century later.” 

Another respect in which the Republic served as the hub of the European 
Enlightenment, until around 1740, was as the headquarters of Europe’s 
learned periodicals and book reviewers. During the Early Enlightenment, a 
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general exchange of bibliographical news and reviews was, in a way that it 
ceased to be later, an essential element in the spread of ideas and diffusion 
of knowledge about books. For while Latin was slowly being replaced by 
modern vernacular languages, Europeans were still remarkably parochial in 
distributing and acquiring books, a situation aggravated by the prevailing 
ignorance of languages other than Latin and French. England had suddenly 
(since the last quarter of the seventeenth century), become of vital import- 
ance in European culture as a whole. But, as a lingering residue from the 
past, few people on the Continent knew English, and English books were 
rarely to be seen.” The situation regarding German was no better and, in 
the case of lesser languages, usually worse. It was, in fact, extremely difficult 
to learn about new books published in other countries and no easy matter 
to obtain them. 

It is this which explains the astonishing profusion of journals and reviews 
of books in the United Provinces, beginning with the Nouvelles de la 
République des Lettres, which Bayle established in 1684, down to the 1740s. 
Europe’s principal journals came to be concentrated in this way in the 
United Provinces partly because the Dutch entrepét, the general reservoir 
of goods for Europe, was the hub of the international book trade and a 
leading centre of book production in several languages, and partly because 
Early Enlightenment attitudes had progressed further in the United Provin- 
ces than almost anywhere else, generating an exceptionally large local 
market for book news. The Dutch reviews were international in scope but 
still heavily reliant on the local market for their sales. Additional factors 
were the relative freedom of the press and presence of numerous Huguenot 
érudits with close links with France, Switzerland, and England. 

As a rough rule of thumb about half the books reviewed in the Dutch 
journals were published in the Republic.*’ Of the rest, most were published 
in France with smaller quantities in England and Germany. Of the books 
reviewed by the Journal Littéraire (1713-37) of The Hague, for example, 55 
per cent were published in the United Provinces (albeit often in French), and 
almost one quarter in France.” A mere 8 per cent of the books were 
published in Britain and around 7 per cent in Germany. Apart from the odd 
Italian volume, books produced outside the United Provinces, France, 
England, and Germany played practically no part in the Early Enlighten- 
ment at all. 

A crucial function of the Dutch Enlightenment was the introduction of 
English ideas and culture to the Continent. All progressive minds in Europe 
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wanted to learn about Newton, Boyle, and Locke but were usually unable 
to do so directly. To assist the process, a journal specializing in English 
publications, the Bibliotheque angloise, was established at Amsterdam, in 
1717. Michel de la Roche, the editor, explained that the venture was needed 
‘parce que les éditions anglaises n’étaient jusque-la guére connues en dehors 
de |’Angleterre’.” A similar need was felt in the case.of German books, a 
specialized Bibliothéque germanique being launched in 1720. 


THE ‘RADICAL’ ENLIGHTENMENT 


The mainstream Dutch Enlightenment was fundamental to the Early 
Enlightenment as a whole and one of its chief sources. But there was 
another stream of Dutch intellectual impact on Europe, of significance in 
the early eighteenth century, that of the ‘Radical’ Enlightenment. Where the 
Dutch mainstream Enlightenment was chiefly scientific, a manifestation of 
esprit systématique, and reverential towards revealed religion, the Dutch 
‘Radical’ Enlightenment—essentially a popularization of Spinoza’s critique 
of revealed religion—was the most vehement attack on Christianity of the 
first third of the eighteenth century. This aspect of the Dutch Enlightenment 
was of great importance also especially, so far as the rest of Europe is 
concerned, in relation to France. 

‘Spinoza, who met Saint-Evremond in 1670, Stouppe in 1673, and others 
in the circle around the Prince de Condé, at Utrecht, during the French 
occupation, may himself have had a hand in preparing the influential 
French version of the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, published in 1678, a 
version banned in France as well as in the Republic.*° Several personalities 
who helped spread Spinoza’s influence, after his death in 1677, were French 
exiles or had close links with France. Among them was Jean Maximilien 
Lucas (¢.1646-97),?" who knew Spinoza and to whom the earliest biography 
of the philosopher is attributed, a work which amongst much else is the chief 
source of the tradition—the veracity of which has been doubted—that 
among the regents who protected, and consulted, Spinoza was the Pension- 
ary of Holland, Johan de Witt himself. Lucas’s biography was not published 
until 1719, when it was brought out, in Holland, together with what was 
arguably the most sensational text of the Radical Enlightenment, the Traité 
des trois imposteurs [alluding to Moses, Jesus, and Mohammed], ou L'Esprit 
de M. Spinosa. This book, a concoction of Spinoza’s most provocative 
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ideas, including sections translated from the Tractatus and Ethics, spiced 
with a little Vanini, was suppressed with more than usual zeal by the States 
of Holland, most of the copies being seized and destroyed. It was rigorously 
banned also in France. As a result, it circulated chiefly in hundreds: of 
manuscript copies, many of which are to be found today, in numerous 
variants; in libraries all over the Netherlands, France, Britain, and Ger- 
many.» 

The principal compiler of the Traité appears to have been Jan Vroesen 
(1672-1725), son of the Rotterdam States party burgomaster Adriaen 
Vroesen, purged by William III in 1672, a regent’s son with a complete 
mastery of French. Other participants in the venture, several of whom 
added sections of text, were the Huguenot radical Jean Rousset de Missy 
(1686—1762),>> a former soldier who had fought in the Dutch army against 
the French at Malplaquet, and later become a leading journalist, at The 
Hague and Amsterdam, and Jean-Frédéric Bernard, at Amsterdam, who, 
besides collaborating with Picart in the great illustrative work on the 
religions of the world, published in 1723, also translated Adriaan Bever- 
land’s book, denying original sin (see p. 684 above), into French. 

In this way a debased, as well as drastically abbreviated, ‘Spinoza’ was 
turned by a group of Dutch and Huguenot free-thinkers into a potent 
subterranean force, the main engine of the Radical Enlightenment in the 
United Provinces and an engine, if not the engine, behind the first broad 
wave of anti-Christian writing in France. Dutch mainstream religious and 
philosophical writers of the early and mid-eighteenth century invariably 
assert that it was Spinoza, in popularized versions, and not any other 
thinker, who was the chief source of the insidious poison which seemed to 
them to be undermining Dutch religion and society and which they strove 
to combat.** In France, the impact of Spinozism as a clandestine intellectual 
current runs parallel with that in the Republic. Spinozism became estab- 
lished in France in the 1690s when figures such as the comte de Boulainvil- 
liers (1658-1722), in Normandy, immersed themselves in Spinoza, coming 
up with the same truncated, virulently anti-Christian Spinoza—leaving aside 
his complex metaphysics and focusing on his critique of revealed religion— 
as evolved in the Republic. But the phenomenon was largely confined to the 
first third of the eighteenth century. After 1730, there were many new 
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developments in France and the simplified ‘Spinoza’ of the early eighteenth- 
century Dutch and-French Spinozists became increasingly marginal to the 
progress of atheism, deism, and anti-Christian ideas. At the same time, in 
the Dutch Republic, the Radical Enlightenment gradually faded, dying 
away under the combined stranglehold of Voetian orthodoxy and physico- 
theological moderation: 

Nevertheless, it remained a significant undercurrent of Dutch cultural life 
at any rate down to the 1750s. One of its notable personalities was the rakish 
littérateur and wit Jacob Campo Weyerman (1677-1747). Born in William 
IlI’s encampment near Charleroi, the son of a Dutch army officer, Weyer- 
man acquired an unrivalled knowledge of the Dutch literary and cultural 
scene as well as a reputation as a free-thinker. A gifted writer, with a flair 
for pungent satire, he edited a series of Dutch-language periodicals, making 
himself a somewhat feared as well as notorious personality. Arrested by the 
Hof of Holland, for libel, in 1738, he spent his remaining years in prison. 
But the most outstanding figure continued to be Rousset de Missy, who 
developed, after 1719, into a fierce critic of regents and regent corruption, 
as well as of traditional thought.*”? He played a prominent part in the 
disturbances at Amsterdam in 1747-8, and became the foremost popularizer 
of John Locke’s radical political ideas in the Republic (see p. 1074 below). 
His 1755 French version of Locke’s Two Treatises became one of the most 
widely. used editions of the eighteenth century. Yet, through it all, Spinoz- 
ism—or. pantheism, as he called his creed—was still the central unifying 
strand in his life and work. He remained the standard-bearer of the tradition 
of the Traité des trois imposteurs. 


THE DECLINE OF THE UNIVERSITIES 


In. 1737, Voltaire was struck by the unparalleled capacity of the Dutch 
professors and universities to attract foreign students by offering new ideas 
and methods, especially in science and medicine. At that time neither Britain 
nor France could compete with the United Provinces in providing academic 
instruction in recent.advances and thought, for both home and foreign 
students. 

But the golden age of the Dutch universities was already over and what 
Voltaire glimpsed was the final glitter of a phenomenon which, since the 
1720s, was already in decline, though the most dramatic phase of contrac- 
tion began only after his 1737 visit, in the 1740s. During the first quarter of 
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the: eighteenth century, 3,164 foreign students studied at Leiden, only 
slightly less than the number of home students, and down only marginally 
on the. numbers of foreign students studying at Leiden during the second 
half of the seventeenth century.” During the second quarter of the eight- 
eenth century, foreign student numbers at Leiden were still substantial, at 
2,715, but with a disastrous slump setting in in the 1740s. By the third 
quarter of the century, only 1,132 foreigners studied at Leiden, amounting 
to less than one-third of the level of a century before. By the last quarter of 
the century, the decadence of Leiden was complete.and irreversible, foreign 
student numbers being down to less than 10 per cent of the figures achieved 
a century before. 

The story was much the same at the other universities. Utrecht, flourish- 
ing at the end of the seventeenth century, was in steep decline by the middle 
of the eighteenth. Franeker never fully recovered its former ability to attract 
German and other foreign students after 1672, among other setbacks losing 
virtually all its Hungarians to Utrecht. But Franeker did stage:a partial 
recovery in the period 1690-1760 and, in the middle of the eighteenth 
century, strove to modernize its scientific and medical teaching, in particular 
by appointing Petrus Camper (1722-89) as professor of philosophy and 
medicine in 1749. Camper, a declared enemy of Cartesianism, ‘Newtonian’ 
and follower of ’s:‘Gravesande, Boerhaave, and Musschenbroek, who used 
*s Gravesande’s Philosophia Newtoniana as the basis of his teaching, had 
some impact. But he disliked Franeker’s isolation and stayed only until 
1755. By 1760, the university was in full decline.*? Boswell’s observation, in 
1764, that the ‘universities here are much fallen’ was, in every respect, 
justified.” 

This catastrophic deterioration was a reflection of the decay of the 
Republic, and its society and economy, more generally. Several reports 
suggest that financial pressures, hampering investment in new buildings, 
equipment, and foreign professors, were a major factor in the process. The 
disintegration of the overseas trading system, and industry, and the end of 
the Dutch role in technological innovation, imparted an increasingly redun- 
dant, antiquated, and ruined feel.to the university towns. Especially ruinous 
was the winding down of the medical faculties in the period after Boer- 
haave’s death. Camper was not the only capable follower of Boerhaave and 
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Musschenbroek available to fill university chairs in the mid-eighteenth 
century. But the provincial and civic authorities would, :or could, not 
provide the funds necessary to invest in the increased number of professors 
in medicine and science, and the new laboratories and equipment, charac- 
teristic of the best German and other foreign universities during the latter 
part of the eighteenth century. 


THE DECLINE OF THE VISUAL ARTS 


That the Dutch visual arts experienced steep decline in the eighteenth 
century has never been disputed. But this needs to be viewed not as an 
isolated phenomenon independent of society and the economy but rather as 
a process moving together with the decline of the trading system, industries, 
and. civic vitality. For it was a staged, fading process, proceeding hand in 
hand with the lapsing of intellectual achievement, science, and the univer- 
sities. Dutch art, in other words, remained one of the three foremost schools 
of Europe—with the Italians and French—until the 1740s, declined precipit- 
ately during the middle decades of the century, and, like almost. everything 
else, was prostrate, in full decadence, after 1770. 

At the beginning of the eighteenth century, the United Provinces were still 
regarded by contemporaries as the chief centre of artistic activity in northern 
Europe, certainly in painting, etching, engraving, and grisailles. The three 
cities which best weathered the economic storms of the 1670s and 1690s, and 
retained most general vitality—-Amsterdam, The Hague, and Rotterdam— 
also tended to enhance their relative position, in the Dutch art world. Yet, 
other centres also retained some vitality. At Leiden, a group of artists 
continued the tradition of Dou, Van Mieris, and Metsu, in highly polished 
genre painting. Among the most notable were Willem van Mieris (1662- 
1747), second son. of Frans. He lived his entire life in Leiden, though his 
work was known, and sought after, also at Amsterdam and The Hague.“ 
Jacob Toorenvliet (1640-1719), an older member of the group, spent the 
1670s abroad, working in Rome, Venice, and Vienna, but afterwards 
returned permanently.to Leiden, and was still a key figure in Leiden’s guild 
of artists in the second decade of the eighteenth century. Arnold Houbraken 
(1660-1719), who trained in his native city, Dordrecht, under Van Hoog- 
straeten, when the crisis in the art market was at its worst, in the mid-1670s, 
remained for most of his career in Dordrecht, though his principal patron, 
the regent Johan Witsen, an avid collector of art and ‘rarities’, eventually 
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persuaded him to move to Amsterdam. Houbraken spent many years 
collecting information, albeit often rather unreliable, about the lives of the 
Dutch painters, and sought out Rachel Ruysch, and others who were still 
alive, to research their life-stories. His account of their lives, the Groote 
Schouburgh der Nederlandsche konstschilders, was published in three. vol- 
umes in 1718-20. 

Rachel Ruysch enjoyed her greatest success in the early eighteenth 
century, selling her pictures for over 1,000 guilders each, such was her 
renown both at home and abroad. She was named one of the court 
painters of Elector Johann Wilhelm of the Palatinate, in 1708, and was 
several times his guest at his court in Disseldorf. He was accustomed to 
give her pictures as presents to other princes. The Amsterdam painter Jan 
van Huysum (1682-1749) also notably contributed to the further develop- 
ment and refinement of Dutch flower-painting in the early eighteenth 
century. 

Dutch collectors m the mid-eighteenth century were still under the spell 
of the seventeenth-century masters.” As in intellectual life and political 
ideology, eighteenth-century Dutch art shows a remarkable sense of cohe- 
sion and continuity with the past without, at its best, being purely derivat- 
ive. Jan van Gool, the leading Dutch art critic of the age, who published a 
sequel to Houbraken’s Schouburgh in 1750-1, claimed that Dutch art was 
still flourishing but had nevertheless considerably declined, chiefly, he 
argued, because collectors prized seventeenth-century masters so much— 
avidly collecting Dou, Van Mieris, Metsu, and Ter Borch, the masters of 
the genre piece, in particular—that they lent insufficient support to contem- 
porary artists. Not surprisingly, nearly all eighteenth-century Dutch artists 
preferred to adhere to, and further develop, the traditions of the Golden 
Age rather than branch out in new directions. Thus, the main achievement 
of eighteenth-century Dutch art,-as with Ruysch and Van Huysum in 
flower-painting, or Willem. van Mieris in genre, was the continuing of the 
main lines of development of the seventeenth century. Only some of the old 
specialities lived on, however. The still life, apart from flower-painting, died 
away, as did marine painting after the deaths of: Van Bakhuysen, in 1708, 
and Abraham van Storck soon after. The one figure who does stand out 
conspicuously for his originality was Cornelis Troost (1697-1750); who 
painted household and street scenes’ in a strongly satirical and theatrical 
style. Another noteworthy painter of this period was Jacob de Wit (d. 1754), 
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who, besides ‘history’ paintings, executed some eye-catching, innovative 
ceiling decorations. 

A key feature of the Dutch art scene from thé 1690s onwards, resulting 
from the declining demand for contemporary paintings, was a shift to new 
kinds of decorative work for the homes of the wealthy and especially 
engravings and coloured illustrations for publication in books.“ Until the 
mid-eighteenth century, the United Provinces remained the leading centre 
of book production in Europe and, during the Early Enlightenment, the 
fashion amongst the courts and nobilities of Europe for acquiring collec- 
tions of ‘rarities’, supplemented with handsomely bound books presenting 
surveys of topography, geology, insects, medals, coins, and much else, 
provided increasing scope for sophisticated, and often luxurious, book 
illustrations. This development necessitated a new type of intensive special- 
ization combining art with the systematic observation of the scientist. One 
of the most impressive achievements in this sphere was that of Maria Sibylla 
Merian.* This intrepid lady, originally from Frankfurt, came to Amster- 
dam, to peruse the famous collections of exotic insects, especially that of 
Jonas and Nicholas Witsen. Constantly refining her skill in depicting 
tropical insects, in 1699 she boarded ship for Surinam, where she spent 
several months hard at work. The fruit of her labour, her celebrated book 
on the insects of Surinam, was published at Amsterdam, in 170§. It stands 
out as one of the triumphs of Early Enlightenment art and entomology 
combined. 

After the deaths of Van Huysum, Ruysch, Willem van Mieris, Troost, and 
De Wit, who all died in or around 1750, the decline of Dutch art was 
precipitate and total. All the old specialities died away. The gifted flower- 
painter Gerard van Spaendonck (1746-1822), scion of one of the principal 
families of Tilburg, trained in Antwerp and worked briefly in Breda, but 
never ventured north of the rivers. Though his Catholic background may 
have played a role, there is little doubt that, to his generation, the Dutch 
towns had ceased to be an attractive, or viable, milieu in which to train or 
work.” He eventually decided that Paris offered the best prospects and it 
was there that he achieved lasting success, being named ‘peintre en migna- 
ture’ to the French court in 1774. During the late eighteenth century, leading 
members of the Dutch patriciate had their portraits painted by foreign, 
usually French-speaking, artists visiting the Republic.” 
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THE ENLIGHTENMENT IN THE AUSTRIAN NETHERLANDS 


In contrast to the Dutch Enlightenment, that in the south Netherlands 
began late and had little wider European impact. Yet it nevertheless had 
considerable importance in our context. For not only did it exert great 
influence on the historical development of the Austrian Netherlands, but 
also in defining the changing relationship between, and growing separation 
of, the two parts of the Netherlands. When the Dutch Enlightenment began 
to lose its wider significance for Europe, around 1740, the Enlightenment in 
the Austrian Netherlands had indeed not yet begun. 

With his habitual acerbity Voltaire characterized the south, in 1740, as a 
land ‘privé d’esprit, rempli de foi’, and, certainly, in the early eighteenth 
century the country was proverbial in Europe for its lack of an intellectually 
active élite, absence of bookshops and periodicals devoted to scientific and 
literary concerns, and the Church’s unchallengeable grip over higher educa- 
tion. The vigorous anti-Jansenist campaign during the governorship of 
Maria Elisabeth only strengthened the reactionary tendencies in the Church 
and universities and generally deterred all forms of intellectual controversy. 

But after the end of the War of the Austrian Succession, in 1748, the 
picture changed rapidly. From the outset, the Enlightenment in the south 
drew its main impetus from above, from the court of the new governor- 
general, Charles Alexandre de Lorraine, and a number of key high officials 
both in Brussels and at the court of Maria Theresa, in Vienna. Apart from 
Charles Alexandre himself, the two guiding spirits of the Enlightenment in 
the Austrian Netherlands were Maria Theresa’s principal minister at Brus- 
sels in the years 1753-70, Karl Johann Philipp Cobenzl (1712-70), and 
Patrice-Francois de Nény (1713-84), a high functionary of Irish extraction 
who became president of the Secret Council, in Brussels, in.1758. ; 

The Enlightenment of Cobenz]l and Nény was a moderate, intellectually 
conservative movement inspired by a neo-Jansenist, Catholic reforming 
outlook which was strongly regalist, intent on curbing the influence of the 
Church and Papacy outside the sphere these ministers deemed proper to its 
role, and eager to promote science and secular education in order to 
improve administration and stimulate commerce and industry. Nény, and 
the entire regime in Brussels, remained resolutely hostile to the ideas and 
attitudes of the French philosophes, especially Voltaire, whose works began 
to circulate fairly widely, if semi-clandestinely, in the cities of the south 
Netherlands from the 1750s onwards.” 


* Hasquin, ‘Joséphisme et ses racines’, 218-19. 


The Enlightenment 1055 


The ending of Maria Elisabeth’s anti-Jansenist campaign, and the espous- 
ing of pro-Jansenist attitudes by the court in Brussels in the 1750s, was thus 
the intellectual mainspring of the official Enlightenment in the south. The 
great: library, which Charles Alexandre amassed in Brussels, in several 
respects epitomized the intellectual character and spirit of the south Nether- 
lands Enlightenment. The governor-general being a renowned enthusiast for 
scientific experiment, it evinced a marked interest in applied science, and the 
popularization of science, and a powerful encyclopaedic tendency in spheres 
such as natural history, geography, travel, navigation, and history. But it 
tended to avoid philosophical and theological dissident literature, though it 
contained .a few volumes of Montesquieu, Voltaire, and others.” The 
personal libraries of Nény and Cobenzl were of similar stamp on a smaller 
scale, except that they showed less interest in science than the governor- 
general. 

Despite widespread opposition and numerous setbacks, the main Enlight- 
ened initiatives of the Brussels regime in the 17503 and 1760s had a 
profound effect on Church-State relations, administration, education, me- 
dicine, and the-prevailing intellectual atmosphere in the country, notwith- 
standing the partial frustration of much of what was attempted. One of 
Nény’s prime aims was to. reform the university of Leuven. Having been 
summoned to Vienna in 1750, to serve on the council for the Netherlands 
there, he was present in the years 1751-3 when the reforming of Vienna 
university, entrusted by Maria Theresa to her Dutch Catholic adviser, Van 
Swieten, reached its decisive point, extending to the theology faculty. Back 
in Brussels, he launched a sustained drive to transform Leuven from the 
‘citadelle de l’ultramontanisme’, into which Maria Elisabeth’s measures had 
turned it, into an outward-looking, Catholic reforming university in which 
the Church’s influence would be less and that of the new science, medicine, 
and other secular studies much stronger.*® Typical measures were the 
banning of various ultramontanist works and the rehabilitation of the 
publications of the Jansenist regalist Van Espen. In 1759 were established 
at Leuven a university press, a chair in experimental science, and a physics 
theatre. Such measures failed to turn Leuven once again into a leading 
European university but nevertheless did introduce a livelier atmosphere 
and considerably broaden the scope of secular studies. 

Cobenz1l’s efforts to establish in Brussels a literary and scientific periodical 
press were unsuccessful at first, owing to lack of readers, but gradually the 
habit of reading such matter took hold in some circles, particularly among 
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the nobility, and close to the court, and became a significant feature of the 
cultural scene. He also helped set up a Brussels literary society in 1769 
which, in 1771, was upgraded into a full academy, backed by the State and 
devoted to the promotion of science, literature, and historiography, though 
here again its impact was limited and achievements modest. One of the most 
crucial changes, though again one which failed to have quite the effect for 
which its progenitors had hoped, was the secularization of secondary 
education following the dissolution of the Jesuit Order by the Papacy, in 
1773. Even so the setting up of some fifteen new ‘Theresian colleges’, staffed 
by lay teachers, did reduce the old emphasis on Latin and the disciplines 
chiefly stressed, since the end of the sixteenth century, by the Counter- 
Reformation, and led to more teaching of modern languages, science, 
mathematics, and history, invariably using French-language textbooks. 

Gradually, both the official Enlightenment of the regime and clandestine 
Enlightenment, emanating from the writings of the French philosophes, 
gained ground not only among high functionaries, the nobility, and civic 
élites but also, albeit very patchily, among the middle strata of society. 
There are many indications that the works of the philosophes were circulat- 
ing if not widely, then fairly freely in all. the main cities by the 1760s; if not 
earlier. A number of Voltaire’s works were also reprinted in the south 
Netherlands both in French and. Dutch. The new periodical press became 
more firmly established and, again, by no means solely in French. One of 
the chief manifestations of the spread of Enlightenment attitudes in the 
south Netherlands was a Dutch-language journal, the Viaemsche Indicateur, 
published at Ghent from 1779 onwards, a periodical which enjoyed a wide 
success, selling at a low price aimed at the ordinary: burgher and even the 
artisan. It provided summaries of what was to be found in foreign books 
and journals about the arts and sciences, especially agricultural, industrial, 
and commercial improvements, and debates, and also discussed such 
political issues as the American War of Independence and the Scheldt 
question. During the 1780s the Jndicateur became closely identified with the 
radical reforms of the Emperor Joseph II. 

A sure sign that the Enlightenment was filtering down through at least 
‘urban society was the rise of a Catholic anti-Enlightenment semi-popular 
press in the 1770s. At that time several priests entered the fray as journalists 
dedicated to combating the philosophisme which they alleged was undermin- 
ing religion and morals and therefore ‘society itself.. The most able of this 
new breed of polemicist was the Luxemburg Jesuit Francgois-Xavier de 
Feller (1735-1802) who, from 1773 onwards, edited the anti-Enlightenment 
Journal Historique et Littéraire. 
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The grip of the Church, and attitudes inculcated by the Counter-Refor- 
mation, were palpably weakening. Up to a point, the endeavours of Cobenzl 
and Nény prepared: the ground for the more far-reaching enlightened 
measures introduced in the 1780s by Joseph II. Yet, it was only very slowly, 
and perhaps marginally, that the attitudes and intolerance of the past were 
receding. Consequently when, in October 1781, Joseph II published his 
Toleration Edict for his empire, and this was followed by another, specific 
to the Austrian Netherlands, in November, there was a broadly hostile 
reaction.*' Led by the cardinal-archbishop of Mechelen, the bishops and 
anti-toleration press were able to sway the city councils and also the States 
of Brabant,. Namur, Hainault, and Luxemburg into officially opposing the 
edict, which in effect reduced Catholicism from being the Church of the state 
to being merely the dominant Church in society. 

The Enlightenment in the Austrian Netherlands produced some import- 
ant changes. But one respect in which it had virtually no effect was in 
breaking down the cultural, religious, intellectual, and psychological bar- 
riers separating the two parts of the Netherlands. The Enlightenment in the 
south led to an easing of confessional pressures, and of censorship, and 
greater openness to external influences. Yet the cultural barriers between 
north and south remained virtually intact. It is no accident that the only 
Dutchman to have any influence on the south Netherlands Enlightenment, 
Van Swieten, did so via Vienna. It is true that there was a mild interest in 
the Dutch-speaking provinces in one or two seventeenth-century Dutch 
literary figures, notably Vondel, but there was none in more recent Dutch 
writers. The evidence of the book trade confirms that whilst the Republic 
exported great quantities of books to much of the rest of Europe, ‘there was 
practically no demand for Dutch books, even Jansenist and other Catholic 
literature, in the south Netherlands. Intellectual and literary contact be- 
tween Enlightenment figures in the two parts of the Netherlands, all the 
evidence indicates, was minimal. 


THE ENLIGHTENMENT IN THE COLONIAL EMPIRE 


A crucial change came about in the religious, cultural, and eventually also 
the political, life of the Dutch colonial empire during the middle decades of 
the eighteenth century as a result of the spread of Enlightenment attitudes, 
and activities, from the Republic to the colonies. The religious and cultural 
rigidity of the past gradually dissolved and a more varied, tolerant, and 
intellectually active culture took its place. 
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In the East Indies, the new era began with the arrival, as -governor- 
general, of Gustaaf Willem, baron von Imhoff (1744-50), a Lutheran with 
broad cultural interests who started the habit of reading, as a fashionable 
activity, at Batavia and established a news-bulletin. One immediate change 
that followed his arrival was the permission given to the large German 
community in Batavia to organize a Lutheran congregation, under the 
proviso that their ministers be procured only from the United Provinces.” 
The first Lutheran preacher to work in the Dutch East Indies, sent out from 
Middelburg, delivered. his inaugural sermon, in Batavia, in August 1746. 
Also in the mid-1740s, Lutherans on the Coromandel coast, and in Ceylon, 
obtained permission to organize congregations, and invite ministers from 
the Danish factory at Tranquebar to take services, provided they uttered 
nothing derogatory about the Dutch Reformed Church. Although there was 
still no public Catholic church at Batavia for many years (not until 1809), 
it was also in the middle years of the century that Catholic services in private 
homes became an accepted part of life at Batavia. 

The easing of the old rigidity in church matters was almost simultaneous 
in the western colonies. In Surinam, a group of Moravian Brethren were 
admitted in 1735 to work at converting both Indians and blacks. The first 
Lutheran minister in Surinam arrived in 1742 and Paramaribo’s Lutheran 
church was inaugurated in 1747. It was also the middle of the eighteenth 
century which was decisive in Curacao. When the first Lutheran minister to 
attempt Curacao arrived in 1685, he was expelled on the orders of the WIC; 
a second was ejected in 1704. The WIC finally relented, agreeing that the 
Lutheran Germans of Willemstad should be permitted to organize a 
congregation, with its own institutions, in the 1740s, though the first 
professional: Lutheran minister licensed to preach in Curacao arrived (from 
Leeuwarden) only in 1757.4 

The position of the Catholics also generally improved, though the 
Catholic community of Paramaribo were not allowed to convert a large 
building for use as a Catholic church until as late as 1787. In Curacao, 
where the first Catholic church, under Dutch rule, was inaugurated in 1730, 
access for Catholic priests from outside remained difficult, and priests on 
the island scarce, often only one or two, until 1776, when a group of (Dutch) 
Franciscan friars were allowed to settle and work on the island, to minister 
to the (mainly Catholic) black population.°> 
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The last colony to abandon the uncompromising religious and cultural 
rigidity of the past was South Africa. The white population of the colony 
grew steadily during the eighteenth century, from 1,756, in 1701, to 9,721 
by 1778, making it the equivalent of a medium-sized Dutch town of the 
time.** But despite the fact that a large proportion of this population was of 
German Lutheran extraction, no Lutheran church or school was permitted 
until 1780. For most of the century the only churches and schools in the 
colony were those of the (by 1745) five Dutch Reformed congregations. 
Moreover, it was practically only elementary Reformed education which 
was available. The Latin school established in Cape Town in 1714 was 
closed in 1742 for lack of students. While the Lutherans eventually obtained 
their own congregation, Catholic influence in the colony remained negligible 
and Jews continued to be excluded until the proclamation of general 
religious toleration throughout the Dutch empire in 1803. 

As in all European colonial societies, participation in the intellectual and 
spiritual world. of the Enlightenment was highly derivative and selective, 
always a pale reflection of developments in Europe. Nevertheless, it was real 
and exerted a profound influence, especially on the upper strata of colonial 
society but, through these, more broadly changing burgher attitudes and 
awareness. A Freemasons’ lodge was established in Cape Town in 1772, a 
Society for Arts and Sciences founded amid much official pomp at Batavia 
in 1778. The latter may have been narrowly utilitarian in outlook but it none 
the less promoted the fashion for reading, obtaining recently published 
books from Amsterdam, learning French, and setting prize competitions. 
Furthermore, it remained in close contact with societies of arts and sciences 
in the Republic. One of the more remarkable men of the Enlightenment at 
Batavia was the innovative and widely read J. C. M. Radermacher (1741- 
83), a member of the raad of the Indies, a founding member of the Batavian 
Society for Arts and Sciences, and the founder also of Freemasonry at 
Batavia in 1764.” 

The beginning of the vogue for obtaining, and discussing, new Dutch and 
French books coincided with the shift to.a broader toleration, in the 1740s 
and 1750s. One of the leading figures of the Dutch colonial Enlightenment, 
the Sephardic Jewish writer David Nassy, author of the: Essai historique sur 
la colonie de Surinam (2 vols.; Paramaribo, 1788), pinpointed the start of the 
Enlightenment in Surinam to the governorship of. Jan Jacob Mauricius 
(1742-51), a contemporary of Von Imhoff, at Batavia, when the fashion 
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caught on for obtaining new books from Holland: Because copies of such 
books, in the colony, were few, as interest spread it became usual to read, 
and discuss, texts in groups which led, in turn, to the founding of reading 
and lecture societies on the model of those in the Republic. Several such 
societies were established in Surinam, including one for research in natural 
history in 1780. A number of interesting publications by Nassy and others 
appeared at Paramaribo, enabling the president of the local literary society 
to claim, in 1786, that over ‘a hundred years there have not appeared from, 
and in, our colony, as many printed works as in these last four years’.* 
Enlightened reading became equally fashionable among Protestants and 
Jews, the latter constituting (in 1791) a slight majority of the 2,000 white 
population of Paramaribo. 

David Nassy’s library, one of the best in the colonies, was inventoried. in 
1782.% It included works by Boerhaave, Van Swieten’s commentary on 
Boerhaave, and a French edition of Hume, as well as numerous volumes of 
Montesquieu, Voltaire, d’Holbach, and Rousseau, and those of Isaac de 
Pinto. Very few libraries. in the colonies could stand comparison with 
Nassy’s and no doubt there was some justification for the often disdainful 
attitude of WIC and VOC officials regarding the cultural level of colonial 
society. Yet everywhere the influence of Enlightened ideas and toleration in 
religion slowly gained ground through books, periodicals, clubs, and. by 
word of mouth, during the middle decades of the century. Two notable 
figures reflecting this trend in South Africa were Joachim van Dessin, a 
native of Rostock who was secretary of the Cape Town orphanage in the 
years 1737-57 and amassed a collection of nearly 4,000 books and_ fifty 
paintings, and J. H. Redelinghuys, a Cape schoolmaster and, later, baker 
who developed into an able political propagandist and, finally, in the late 
1790s, in Amsterdam, into a leading hardline Jacobin.© 

The first stirrings of political opposition to the colonial regime of. the VOC 
and WIC began in South Africa in direct response to the American 
Revolution as well.as local stresses, with the distribution in Cape Town, in 
1778, of copies of a pamphlet written by Elie Luzac many years before, 
justifying popular: action against corrupt and deficient government in the 
context of the Amsterdam Orangist risings of 1747-8. But the causes of the 
unrest which grew in subsequent years were deeply rooted in South African 
colonial society.*' Dutch South Africa was ruled, much as it had been in the 
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second half of the previous century, by the VOC without any participation 
by the white settlers. These can be grouped into three broadly separate 
milieux. There was the world of Cape Town; that of the affluent farmers, 
producing grain and wine, owning the land close to Cape Town and 
supplying provisions to the VOC; and finally there were the mostly poor and 
homespun frontier Boers, who were the least touched by reading and the 
new ideas. Enlightened influences, and down to the 1790s also political 
activism, were almost entirely confined to Cape Town itself and its environs. 

Opposition to the VOC regime in South Africa under its Orangist 
governor, Baron J. A. van Plettenberg (1771-85), arose principally from 
economic resentment over the VOC’s monopoly of importing and exporting 
and sway over the market for agricultural produce. Since the VOC’s need 
for provisions was limited to. the fairly static requirements of its fleets, the 
Company’s economic stranglehold over the colony not only kept prices of 
imports high, and for local produce low, but, in effect, discouraged 
expansion of production and. further colonization. This led, in turn, to 
political frustration over the exclusion of local men from the governing 
Political Council, thereby rendering the Cape a fertile breeding-ground for 
the slogans and ideas of the American Revolution. In addition, the fact that, 
after:1747, colonial governors were chosen by the Stadholder, and were firm 
Orangists, only encouraged the tendency which developed, after 1780, to 
align ideologically with the Patriot movement in the United Provinces. 

Secret meetings to concert opposition to the governor and the VOC took 
place regularly in Cape Town from 1778 onwards and the following year 
four delegates were sent, under pretence of private business, to present a 
petition of protest to the VOC directors in the Republic. But it was not long 
before the opposition in Cape Town lost all faith in the directors too. Ways 
were sought to circumvent the VOC in the quest for greater political and 
economic ‘freedom’. In 1783, a sensational pamphlet, with which Redeling- 
huys ‘was closely connected, was published in Holland under the title 
L’ Afrique hollandaise, the Dutch version following immediately, warning the 
Dutch regents and public that ‘les Anglo-Américains peuvent étre imités par 
les colons des deux Indes; leur exemple peut devenir contagieux’, and that 
this was especially likely in South Africa.” In 1784, the Patriot leadership 
in Cape Town submitted petitions directly: to ‘our high and lawful sover- 
eign’, the States General. 

During the 1780s. political. unrest arose also in Curacao and other 
Caribbean colonies, the white population dividing into Patriots and Orangists. 
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The defeat of the Patriot movement in the United Provinces, and Orangist 
restoration, brought about by Prussian intervention in 1787, cut off all 
prospect of pressing for reforms in the colonies through the regime in the 
Republic for the time being. But this did nothing to: arrest the further 
growth of both Enlightenment views and Patriot sympathies in the col- 
onies.® Patriot groups formed in Surinam, where there was serious tension 
by the early 1790s, and in western Guyana. Criticism of the Republic’s 
colonial system became increasingly strident virtually throughout the Dutch 
colonial world. 


THE LATER DUTCH ENLIGHTENMENT | 


After about 1740, Dutch intellectual and scientific developments were no 
longer an important influence on the progress of the Enlightenment else- 
where in Europe. Moreover, in the reception of books and ideas emanating 
from France, Britain, and Germany, especially the more radical aspects of 
the French Enlightenment, Dutch intellectuals showed great reserve. For in 
the United Provinces, the physico-theology of the early eighteenth century 
remained dominant and was buttressed by the still formidable power of the 
public Church. A number of physico-theological variants emerged. Particu- 
larly influential, in the 1750s,“ was the optimistic teaching of the German 
philosopher Christian Wolff (1679-1754), who enjoyed the favour of Frede- 
rick the Great and became chancellor of the university of :Halle in 1743. 
Wolff, influenced by his mentor, Leibniz, strove to combine empiricism with 
an integrated, systematic approach to accumulated knowledge, guided by 
reason, and pervaded by a conventional Protestant piety. Like the Dutch 
physico-theologians, he saw science and philosophy as a bulwark of conven- 
tional religion and he was enthusiastically acclaimed in the Dutch, as well 
as German, universities: There were still numerous Hungarian students at 
Utrecht, in the: 1750s, but typically what they chiefly learned, besides 
Reformed theology, was the philosophy of Wolff.® 

Among later Dutch writers affirming the physico-theological approach 
were the Leiden professor Johan Lulofs (1711-68), who published his 
Primae Linae Theologiae Naturalis Theoreticae in 1756, claiming that 
empirical research, guided by reason, can never clash with the dictates of 
Christian revelation, and the Zutphen Reformed preacher Johannes Floren- 
tinus Martinet, who modernized Nieuwentyt in his Katechismus der Natuur 
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(1777), a book which was continually reprinted and was to remain popular 
throughout the nineteenth century.” 

Of course, there were deists, free-thinkers, and materialists in the Repub- 
lic, as in France and Britain; but Spinozism was now weaker than at an 
earlier stage, and Dutch free-thinkers had learnt.to be circumspect. The 
Sephardic Jewish writer Isaac.de Pinto (1717-87).was a discreet deist who 
emphatically attacked materialism and atheism. In his Précis des arguments 
contre les matérialistes (The Hague, 1774), De Pinto feared lest posterity 
judge the eighteenth century ‘le plus pervers et le plus corrompu qui:se soit 
écoulé dans le vaste océan de la durée’, deploring Spinoza but-averring that 
some more recent philosophes were worse. ‘Ils ont beau faire ’éloge de la 
morale,’ he insisted, ‘la vertu n’a point de base, si Dieu n’existe pas.” 

Several incidents: warned off bolder spirits from dabbling with the ideas 
of the radical philosophes. The publisher and journalist Elie Luzac (1723- 
96), one of the leading figures of the later Dutch Enlightenment, in 1748 
published La Mettrie’s L’Homme machine. Luzac opposed La Mettrie’s 
materialist views but believed that it was right to publish and refute them.” 
The Walloon Church consistory at Leiden disagreed and instigated vigorous 
moves against him. Luzac published his L’Homme plus que machine (1748), 
to defend himself against charges that he was propagating materialism, and 
also quarrelled with La Mettrie over a money matter. But this did nothing 
to check the outcry, which. reached such. proportions that he found it 
prudent to move to Germany for two years until the affair blew over. 

Another of the best minds of the later Dutch Enlightenment, and its most 
cosmopolitan figure, was Rijklof Michael van Goens (1748-1810), great- 
grandson of the governor-general of the Dutch East Indies and son of a 
president of the Hof of Utrecht. Van Goens showed such brilliance, at an 
early age, that he was appointed professor of history at Utrecht at only 18. 
He was a prodigious reader, who assembled an immense library, corres- 
ponded with various philosophes, and became the foremost sympathizer, if 
not champion, of Voltaire, d’Alembert, and Hume, in the Republic. But he 
paid a heavy price for his sympathies, of which he revealed glimpses in 
several publications. The Voetian camp instigated such an agitation against 
this admirer of godless French philosophers that he was forced in 1776 to 
resign his professorship and, during the last ten years he remained in the 
Republic, found himself in some difficulty. In 1786 he emigrated, sub- 
sequently living in Switzerland and Germany. Diderot (who knew Van 
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Goens well), after spending six months in Holland, in 1774, wrote in his 
Voyage d'Italie et de Hollande (Paris, 1775) that the Dutch nation ‘est 
ennemi de la philosophie et de la liberté de penser en matiére de religion; 
cependant on ne persécute personne’, adding that disbelievers in Christianity 
are ‘plus rares et plus hais’ than in France.® 

The pressure to conform to certain attitudes in theology and philosophy 
had the effect of turning Dutch scholars and publicists away from many of 
the broader issues debated intensively in France, and elsewhere, rendering 
the Dutch intelligentsia increasingly inward-looking. There was still interest 
in scientific experiment and, especially, in consolidating the natural history 
collections assembled in the past. But the chief thrust of the later Dutch 
Enlightenment—abundantly evident in the work of Luzac, De Pinto, Van 
Goens, and others—was concerned with the specific. moral, economic, and 
political problems of Dutch society itself. There was also extensive research 
into the institutions of the Republic. Ultimately, the principal preoccupation 
of the later Dutch Enlightenment was the decline of the Republic and how 
to achieve national regeneration.” 

No feature of the later Dutch Enlightenment was more typical than the 
profound awareness of economic decay and its effects on Dutch society. 
Luzac and De Pinto dedicated their largest books to this subject and it 
permeated every facet of Dutch writing in the period. Especially charac- 
teristic was the special emphasis given to what were deemed the moral roots 
of Dutch decline. This tendency first matured in the Dutch-language 
journalism of Justus van Effen who, after years of successful publishing of 
French-language journals, switched to Dutch, establishing what was to 
prove one of the key journals of the mid-eighteenth century, the Hollandsche 
Spectator, modelled on earlier English periodicals, such as the Spectator, 
and which, in turn, became the model for numerous subsequent Dutch 
journals. Van Effen set out to combat prejudice and intolerance amongst 
broad sections of the Dutch populace, and above all improve morality.”’ He 
envisaged mankind as morally perfectible, provided reason, backed by a 
tolerant, non-dogmatic religiosity, is systematically applied to conduct. An 
integral part of his message was that the Dutch should take pride in their 
forebears, and the glories of the seventeenth century, as well as in their 
language and nationality, and reject imitation of French manners and 
morals.” 
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The Dutch spectatorial press which took up Van Effen’s call, and also 
popular literary figures.such as ‘the enterprising woman writer Betje Wolff 
(1738-1804), the first important Dutch novelist, vigorously rejected both the 
materialism and deism of the French Enlightenment, as well as French 
cultural influence more generally. But they also condemned the orthodox 
Calvinism of the past, wanting religion to promote virtue, and moral 
improvement, here and now, without diverting attention to dogmatic issues, 
or the hereafter. That there was work for this moderate Enlightenment to 
do is shown by the persistence of the strongly disapproving Voetian 
opposition and, during the 1760s, renewed pressure for tighter censorship of 
theological, philosophical, and scientific books. Wolff combined her moral- 
izing with zeal for popularizing science. 

One last feature of the Dutch Enlightenment needs to be noted: the 
proliferation, during the second half of the eighteenth century, of philoso- 
phical, literary, and scientific societies.’> These bodies, which appeared in 
many towns, were typical expressions of the sociability of the Enlightenment 
and equally of the Dutch obsession with their national decline. Initially, 
these bodies, such as the Holland Society of Sciences (Haarlem, 1752), or 
the Zeeland Society of Sciences (Flushing, 1765), were essentially organiza- 
tions for the patrician élite, patronized by regents and linked to the public 
Church. Like similar societies all over Europe, the societies built up libraries 
and collections, organized lectures, published the treatises of members, and 
arranged competitions for prizes. On the whole, they tended to be non- 
controversial, even timid both politically and philosophically. 

An important further development, however, was the establishment of the 
Maatschappij tot Nut van *t Algemeen (Society for the Public Good), in 
1784, in the midst of the Patriot agitation. This was the first society set up 
without regent participation with the intention of promoting reforms in the 
public sphere independently of the regime. This organization advocated the 
spread of enlightened education among the populace, in order to combat 
ignorance and prejudice, foment moral improvement, and encourage initia- 
tives which would contribute to economic recovery. It criticized the older 
societies for failing to spread useful and morally improving ideas amongst 
the common populace and being concerned with the refinement of the 
individual rather than what was useful to society. The new body was 
strongly utilitarian, more popular, and, to an extent, non-denominational, 
taking in large numbers of Mennonites and other Protestant dissenters, 
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though hardly any Catholics, even in Amsterdam and Utrecht, its two 
largest centres and cities where Catholics were especially numerous. After 
ten years of existence, the Nut had over twenty-five sections in different 
towns with.a total of over 2,500 members... 


40 


The Second Orangist. Revolution, 1747-1751 
o 


n any highly urbanized, formerly prosperous society, unsettled by rapid 

economic decline and decay of its. cities, as well as lack of work, the 
revolutionary process can be triggered by relatively unimportant. occurren- 
ces. So it was in 1747. In April 1747, a small French army, sent as a warning 
to the States General rather than a serious invasion, entered States Flanders. 
In terms of French intentions, and the modest scale of the operation, the 
situation hardly compared to 1672. But in terms of impact on Dutch 
domestic politics the effect was shattering. The humiliating weakness of the 
Dutch defences revived painful memories of the Year of Disaster. Fear and 
anger swept the Zeeland towns. At Veere, the militia confronted the 
vroedschap, warning there would be rioting unless the regents complied with 
the wish of the citizenry, and militia, that Veere should press for the 
restoration of the stadholderate. The town councils of Veere and Flushing 
promptly yielded. At Middelburg and Zierikzee, it required more pressure, 
a wave of rioting, in which seamen figured prominently, before the regents 
gave way. The States of Zeeland proclaimed the restoration of the stad- 
holderate on 28 April.’ 

The unrest in Zeeland touched off an immediate reaction in Holland. Two 
days after the events at Veere, on 26 April, the populace of Rotterdam took 
to sporting Orange cockades and ribbons. The unrest mounted so rapidly 
that within three days the vroedschap was goaded into proposing restoration 
of the stadholderate in the States of Holland. Rotterdam was bedecked with 
Orange banners and streamers, the ships in the harbour thundering their 
guns, church bells rang continuously, to stop people proceeding with their 
normal activities. By 27 April, The Hague too was covered in Orange 
banners and cockades. The States party-faction were not defeated yet. But 
when the States of Holland assembled, on 29 April, the atmosphere was so 
menacing, the crowds yelling ‘Hoezee’, ‘Hoezee’, ‘Vivat Oranje!’ so insistent, 
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that the regents were thoroughly intimidated. The Gecommitteerde Raden, 
staring out gloomily from the windows of the Binnenhof, considered 
summoning troops to clear the surrounding area but rejected this as liable 
to result in serious violence and bloodshed.’ The Prince of Orange’s two 
principal representatives in The Hague, Willem Bentinck van Rhoon and 
the Frisian delegate, Willem van Haren, -were asked to address the crowds 
and try to calm them.’ 

The huge demonstrations at The Hague, and the next day at Dordrecht, 
left the Holland regents shaken and demoralized. The Dordrecht magistracy 
announced to the crowds, from the town hall, that they would support 
restoration of the Stadholder, an announcement met with thunderous 
applause. Dordrecht too was covered in Orange banners. Vigilante groups 
began touring the streets collecting ‘fines’ from persons unwilling to display 
Orange emblems on their attire. Popular pressure on such a scale was not 
easy to resist. When the Gecommitteerde Raden of the North Quarter 
gathered, at Hoorn, to discuss the situation, on 28 April, and.a burgomaster 
of Enkhuizen seized a goblet and proposed the health of the Prince, most 
of those present coldly declined to respond. Yet only two days later, the 
same body publicly announced their support for the restoration of the 
stadholderate. On 1 May, Haarlem, Leiden, Alkmaar; Hoorn, Enkhuizen, 
and Gorcum all followed the example of Rotterdam and Dordrecht. Even 
the proud burgomasters of Amsterdam were thoroughly cowed. On 2 May 
an Orange banner was unfurled from the Amsterdam town hall. A large 
crowd filled the Dam square. Amsterdam too, it was announced, would 
support restoration of the stadholderate. Again guns thundered in the 
harbour. Celebrations went on through the night. A number of republicans 
and Catholics, who refused to wear Orange emblems, were thrown :in the 
canals. 

By this time the entire Gecommitteerde Raden at The Hague were wearing 
Orange cockades and ribbons. Van Haren wrote to the Prince—who was 
still at Leeuwarden—recounting his amusement on seeing hardened States 
party regents who, a few days before, would not even deign to speak to him, 
or Bentinck, now walking the streets bedecked in Orange emblems.* Follow- 
ing the official proclamation of William IV as Stadholder of Holland, by the 
States, on 3 May, virtually the whole of The Hague erupted in fervent 
celebrations. Prominent men put on banquets and firework displays. Special 
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services were put on at The Hague’s Portuguese synagogue. The entire 
Sephardic community, wearing Orange badges, the doors of the ark open, 
recited special prayers for the well-being of the Prince and States General 
followed by Psalms 117, 75, 144, and 67. That evening the facade of the 
synagogue complex, like most buildings in The Hague, was festively 
illuminated.° 

Rousset: de Missy called the events of the spring of 1747 ‘une grande 
révolution’ and so it was. The States of Utrecht and Overijssel lost no time 
in following the example of Zeeland and Holland. By mid-May, William IV 
had become the first Stadholder of all the provinces of the Union. The 
populace supported the Stadholder. But they also expressed their fury with 
the regents and resentment towards Catholics. The people wanted the House 
of Orange, certainly, but this, in the Dutch popular mind of the time, 
implied more than simply restoring a princely house to power. It meant 
changes to strengthen popular participation in civic government, reforms to 
curb regent corruption and financial abuse, reassertion of the Republic’s 
strength and dignity, repression of Catholicism, a programme to revive 
commerce and industry, and a call, especially in Leiden, Groningen, and 
Drenthe, for more. Voetian preachers and stricter curbs on swearing and 
desecrating the sabbath.’ 

Thus far, there had been intimidation but little actual violence. Rousset 
de Missy proudly compared the non-violent character of the events of April 
and May 1747 with the violence of 1672. Not unreasonably, everyone, from 
the outset, compared 1747 with 1672.° Yet, as early as May, perceptive 
onlookers, including the Prince’s most able adviser, Bentinck van Rhoon, 
saw that the people’s expectations had been raised to such a pitch, and their 
resentment against the regents was so vehement, that they would not be 
satisfied merely with the restoration of the stadholderate.’ Initially, the 
popular agitation vented itself in a mass of small incidents, directed 
especially against Catholics. This occurred in Utrecht, Overijssel, and 
Groningen, as well as Holland. A riot in Haarlem, on 6 May, was provoked 
by a Catholic innkeeper uttering disrespectful words about the Prince and 
encouraging his clientele to drink the health of the king of France. The 
crowd smashed his windows and would have wrecked the inn had not militia 
guards arrived. 

Yet the Prince took no steps against regents or Catholics. If he believed 
the agitation would die down of its own accord, his inaction, and the 
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progress of the French in the siege of Bergen-op-Zoom, were soon seen to 
be having a contrary effect.'° Local agitators fanned the flames of popular 
resentment against the most hated members of the States party regime. 
Bentinck van Rhoon was particularly anxious that the Prince should purge 
Holland’s anti-Orangist Pensionary, Jacob Gilles (1695-1765), Adriaen van 
der Hoop, secretary of the Raad van State, Burgomaster Hieronymus 
Karseboom, and two other regents of Dordrecht, Abraham van Hoey, 
pensionary of Gorcum, the baron van Duin of the Holland ridderschap, and 
Unico Willem, heer van Twickel, of Overijssel. But, of these, only Van der 
Hoop was actually removed. 

The fall of Bergen-op-Zoom, in September 1747, set off a new wave of 
unrest and still more insistent calls to ‘deliver the Fatherland from these 
rascals’. Again much of the violence was directed against Catholics at 
Utrecht, Deventer, and Groningen, as well as several Holland.and Zeeland 
towns."' Shops and homes were. attacked. Individuals were beaten and 
thrown in the canals. A States of Holland placard of 22 September 
condemned both Catholic provocation and Protestant retaliation, threaten- 
ing all who disturbed the peace with punishment. But already the focus of 
popular agitation, steered by skilful coffee-house demagogues such as 
Laurens van der Meer, in Rotterdam, and Rousset de Missy and Daniel 
Raap, at Amsterdam, was beginning to shift. A delegation of Rotterdam 
burghers, led by Van der Meer, went to see the Prince, complaining that the 
most detested regents were still in their posts and that ‘everything was still 
on the old footing’.’* They demanded a general reform of civic government. 

Bentinck van Rhoon, in close contact with the agitators, became increas- 
ingly worried. He saw that the people had made the revolution and given 
the Stadholder his power in order to punish the regents, purge the town 
councils, and find ways to curb regent corruption and abuse of power."? He 
continually reminded the Prince that, in the spring, he had helped calm the 
populace by urging them not to take matters into their own hands but await 
the Stadholder ‘qui leur feroit justice’. The Prince’s reluctance to purge the 
regents, in Bentinck van Rhoon’s view, was positively dangerous as it 
threatened to undermine the new regime in the affections of the populace 
even before it had become securely established.'4 But still the Prince 
hesitated even to dismiss Gilles. 
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‘Nevertheless, both the Prince, and Princess Anne, willingly established 
contact with the agitators, taking the view that the common populace was 
tied to the House of Orange and would prove an infallible means of 
intimidating the regents whenever they ventured to obstruct the wishes of 
the ‘Stadholder and his court. William was more than satisfied with the 
obsequious deference to which his regent opponents had, for the moment, 
been reduced, assuming that he would have no difficulty in keeping them 
meek and pliant.’* In England at the time, William was mockingly labelled 
‘Prince. of the Mob’ and—for all his aversion to violence and illegality— 
there was some truth in this. In November 1747, when it: was proposed to 
make the stadholderate hereditary in both the male and female lines, among 
the Prince’s issue, and Amsterdam alone dared express reservations, a new 
wave of unrest erupted, orchestrated by Rousset de Missy and Raap. Raap, 
a porcelain merchant and deist, headed a group of burghers who submitted 
a petition to the: vroedschap, similar to that being agitated for at Rotterdam. 
They demanded a fully hereditary stadholderate, the choosing of the militia 
captains and officers from among the citizenry rather than members of 
regent families, rotation of seats in the town council, which should be 
allocated by public auction so as to raise money for the civic chest, and 
restoration of the guilds to their former privileges. Raap’s adherents posted 
up notices all over the city summoning the populace to gather in Dam 
Square, in front of the town hall, at an appointed hour, on 9 November, to 
demonstrate in favour of the demands. The event fizzled out, though, 
degenerating into a minor disturbance which was easily dispersed by the 
militia. 

_ At this stage the only concession to popular demands was a States of 
Holland placard condemning corrupt practice in the assigning of civic 
offices and requiring the town halls to submit lists of their civic offices and 
the perquisites attached. Meanwhile, the Stadholder concentrated, with 
considerable success, on building up his authority throughout the Republic. 
In May 1747, the States of Utrecht were compelled to readopt the old 
reglement of 1675 in unchanged form, giving William IV the same tight grip 
over the States and States deputies in The Hague as William III had 
possessed.’® In Gelderland, a struggle developed between the Orangist 
ridderschap, who urged restoring the reglement of 1675, and the towns, 
which resisted this. But little by little the Prince and his friends wore down 
the resistance of the Nijmegen and Arnhem regents by both regular and 
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irregular means." Riots broke out at Arnhem in January 1748. Before long 
the States of Gelderland too voted to restore the reglement of 1675, making 
the Prince master of the province, and its colleges, and arbiter of member- 
ship of the town councils. 

A struggle also developed, from late 1747, in Groningen, between the raad 
of Groningen and the ruling jonkers, on the one side, and a combination. of 
opposition jonkers, city guilds, and rebellious peasants, on the other. For 
the moment the States of Groningen, like those of Friesland, refused to 
follow Holland in making the stadholderate in their provinces fully heredit- 
ary. Rioting erupted in March 1748, in both city and Ommelands, where the 
houses of several jonkers were plundered. The city asked the Prince to send 
troops to help restore order: he refused; soon after, the States of Groningen 
declared the stadholderate fully hereditary. In May: 1748,. the raad of 
Groningen made some far-reaching concessions: to the populace. It was 
promised that the college of Taalmannen, Groningen’s equivalent to the 
gemeenslieden of Gelderland and Overijssel, would be restored to its former 
role. and influence, that civic office-holding would be reformed, that dis- 
agreements between city and Ommelands would, in future, be referred to 
the Stadholder,:and that the guilds would be restored to their ancient 
privileges. 

Compared to Groningen and Gelderland, and also Drenthe, where there 
were disturbances and a strong protest movement against rule by a narrow 
clique of nobles (leading to.a number of changes, including a hereditary 
stadholderate in both lines), Overijssel was largely quiescent.'* Facing little 
opposition, the regents and nobles held out for a time but, eventually, they 
too were forced to cave in and restore the reglement of -1675, handing over 
effective power to the Stadholder.’® 

A new phase of the revolution began in May 1748 in Friesland, when 
rioters in the countryside began: attacking the residences not only of 
grietmannen but also of tax-farmers (pachters).”° In June, there was serious 
rioting in Harlingen. The States of Friesland asked the Stadholder to send 
troops: he refused. The burghers of Harlingen sent a deputation: to the 
States, demanding full hereditary status for the stadholderate, abolition of 
the tax-farms for the excises, and restoration of various allegedly lapsed 
ancient privileges. Other towns also selected delegates and a general assem- 
bly of burgher representatives was convened in the main church of Leeu- 
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warden. The. burgher representatives presented States and Stadholder with 
a list of seventy-two demands, concerning a wide range of judicial, fiscal, 
and financial matters, but calling with particular stridency for abolition of 
the tax-farms ‘for the excises. The Stadholder was unenthusiastic about the 
fiscal and many of the other demands. But the alliance of Prince and people 
held for the moment. The States were forced to empower the Stadholder to 
draw. up.a reglement to curb abuse in the provincial and civic government 
of the province. This was submitted by the Prince, and approved, in 
December 1748. It stipulated that henceforth the qualified voters in each 
grietenij would elect three qualified candidates from whom the Stadholder 
would choose. one. 

It was the attacks on the tax-farmers in Friesland which triggered the real 
burgher movement of the summer and autumn of 1748, in Holland. An 
angry. mob in Haarlem attacked the pachters’ offices and houses on 13 June. 
The drums calling out the militia sounded but the response was patchy and 
many. even of those who turned out refused to help defend the pachters’ 
houses. A number were plundered, large quantities of elegant furniture, 
paintings, porcelain, and books being carried off, smashed, or thrown into 
the canals. Instead of suppressing the rioters, the burgher-guards began 
organizing meetings and formulating demands to put to the burgomasters.”' 
‘When rumours circulated: that troops were approaching, the militia closed 
the town gates. The vroedschap was forced to suspend the excises, and also 
municipal taxes, enabling the bakers and grocers to sell food at reduced 
prices. Soon the meetings of militia and burghers spread to other Holland 
towns. In Leiden, the people, as the local artist Frans van. Mieris the 
Younger put it, began exacting ‘revenge’ on the pachters, on 17 June, by 
plundering their houses. Not only did the civic militia refuse to act against 
the mob, they played a principal role in formulating the people’s political 
demands. These consisted of ten points, the most important of which were 
that the regents should no longer appoint themselves to command the 
militia, that the body of militia themselves should have the main say in the 
appointing of officers, that there should be delegates of the citizenry 
appointed to check the tax registers to prevent the regents under-assessing 
their own liabilities and thereby shifting too much of the burden on the rest 
of the citizenry, that the civic privileges be published so that all the citizenry 
would know their rights, that the powers of the guilds be restored, placards 
against swearing and violating the sabbath be enforced, and finally that 
more preachers of the ‘old study’—that is Voetian preachers—be appointed 
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in the city. The whole tenor of the demands was that regent government 
should be made answerable to the citizenry and supervised, ‘as it were, by 
the body of the militia and other representatives of the people. ao 

The riots in Haarlem, Leiden, and also The Hague, where three pachters’ 
houses were sacked, in turn precipitated a new round of disturbances in 
Amsterdam.* Again the civic militia refused to fix bayonets or fire on the 
mob. During the first two days of renewed rioting in Amsterdam, 24.and 25 
June, some twenty pachters’ houses were sacked in the city.“ Contemporary 
illustrations depicting the plundering show women well to the fore, wrecking 
costly furniture, tossing grandfather clocks into the canals,..and raining 
choice porcelain from upper windows, as well as pilfering the-odd item for 
themselves (see PLats 31). On the second-day, when the mob began to 
attack the houses of other rich men, the militia did finally open fire, killing 
and wounding several rioters. On the same day, the Prince of Orange 
appeared before the States of Holland to advise immediate abolition of the 
tax-farms. The text of his speech was printed and distributed amongst the 
populace. The States suspended the. tax-farms. 

It was now clear there were two distinct streams,.or levels, of protest and 
agitation in progress.*>:On the one hand, Orangist agents.and publicists, 
orchestrated by Bentinck and the Stadholder’s. court, were continuing to 
intimidate the regents with a view, especially, to weakening the Amsterdam 
yroedschap as a political force and consolidating all political power into the 
Stadholder’s hands. A spate of pamphlets at Amsterdam vehemently de- 
nounced the regents as selfish and corrupt, interested only in monopolizing 
lucrative offices and lining their own pockets. It was at this point, the day 
after the worst violence in Amsterdam, that Rousset de Missy, eager to 
spread the influence of John Locke, reminded Bentinck that he had 
summoned him to The Hague, some time before, to discuss the immediate 
reprinting of a French edition of Locke’s Two Treatises on Government, a 
work asserting the ultimate sovereignty of the people, as an ideological 
justification for enlisting the people on the Orangist side.”° Rousset had now 
arranged with an Amsterdam publisher for a popular edition and was only 
awaiting Bentinck’s signal. But Bentinck, it seems, held back. Nevertheless, 
Locke remained the intellectual prop of Orangism in 1747-51 and was 
warmly espoused by-Luzac in the 1750s.77 Only later did Luzac and the 
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Orangist intelligentsia drop Locke. In the 1780s, through writers such as 
Price and Priestley, who gained considerable popularity in the Republic, 
Locke was to be appropriated, in turn, by the anti-Orangist Patriots. 

‘In 1748, Locke was one of the ideological implements with which Oran- 
gists hoped both to justify, and control, their alliance with the people. But, 
at the same time, a more genuinely democratic impulse was surfacing, often 
with the respectable ‘bourgeoisie’ egging on ‘le petit peuple’,“ a pressure 
arising from the professional and shopkeeping strata who, if less active, were 
no less eager than the mob to sweep away the tax-farms, reform the militias, 
and make civic government answerable to the citizenry.”” The more radical 
political demands were propagated amongst the populace by means of 
pamphlets, handbills, and innumerable meetings in inns and coffee-houses, 
as well as in the assembly halls of the militia companies. There was much 
rousing talk of the spirit of 1572 and 1672 when the people had risen, led by 
the militias, and fought for their freedom. At Amsterdam eleven demands 
were submitted to the vroedschap, the most far-reaching of which were that 
the citizenry themselves should choose the burgomasters from amongst the 
vroedschap, that the regents should not appoint the militia officers, who 
should be chosen by the burgher-guard companies themselves, and that the 
citizenry should choose the directors of the Amsterdam Chamber of the 
VOC and WIC from amongst experienced merchants, a way of saying that 
merchants, not regents, should control the great colonial companies. 

Bentinck van Rhoon was deeply worried by July 1748, feeling that the 
common populace had now lost patience with the Stadholder and were 
becoming alienated from him and the Orangist party as a whole,*® and not 
without reason. The citizen committees organizing the agitation in Amster- 
dam, who were known as the Doelisten after the militia target halls where 
they chiefly met, were now split into two opposing wings. The moderates 
continued to follow the wishes of the Stadholder’s court and the directions 
of Bentinck van Rhoon. The more democratic wing was increasingly drawn 
into conflict with the Stadholder and the Orangists. The moderates, led by 
Raap, Laurens van der Meer, who came to Amsterdam to assist, and a 
brother of the historian Jan Wagenaar, strove to target the continuing 
unrest towards securing reforms in civic office-holding and the ending of 
regent control over the militia companies, as well as transfer of the city’s 
postal service into the hands of the Stadholder.*' The radical Doelisten, led 


*® BL MS Egerton 1745, fo. 462. Report on the situation in Leiden, 20 June 1748. 
” De Voogd, Doelistenbeweging, 106-7, 115. 

»® Archives, 4th ser. i. 221-2. 

De Voogd, Doelistenbeweging, 110-11. 


1076 ‘The Age of Decline, 1702-1806 


by Hendrik van Gimnig, a Haarlem textile worker with a flare for dema- 
goguery, pressed for the conceding of all eleven demands and the effective 
subordination of civic government to the militias and citizenry.” 

The States of Holland, on 31 August, requested the Prince to go in person 
to Amsterdam ‘to restore order’ by whatever means he deemed necessary. 
On arriving in Amsterdam, the Prince held talks with spokesmen for both 
wings of the Doelisten. He reacted unenthusiastically, however, to Van 
Gimnig’s vehement denunciation of the regents for oppressing the citizenry 
in every conceivable way. The huge popular demonstrations which took 
place in Amsterdam whilst the Prince was present, in the first weeks of 
September, though, clearly favoured the radical Doelisten, a tendency which 
became more pronounced as it became apparent that the Prince preferred 
spending his time being wined and dined by the burgomasters to talking to 
the citizenry. Eventually, the Stadholder was brought round to see that he 
had to dismiss the burgomasters, and purge the vroedschap; but the way in 
which he did this only heightened popular disillusionment. The Prince 
retained nineteen of the former vroedschap of thirty-six, bringing in seven- 
teen new men, some of whom were from mercantile backgrounds and had 
not previously been part of the regent class, but others of whom, including 
all four new burgomasters, emanated from long-entrenched regent 
families. 

The Prince’s obvious reluctance even to concede a militia council inde- 
pendent of the vroedschap caused bitter disappointment. On 9 and 10 
September, there were further huge demonstrations, this time in favour of a 
‘free’ militia council, but the Prince refused to budge. The Stadholder 
returned to The Hague, leaving the populace of Amsterdam dissatisfied and 
confused. A reaction set in against the constant turmoil and in favour of the 
new vroedschap and a return to order. The focus of unrest now shifted to 
Leiden and Haarlem. These were the towns where the economic decay in 
progress since 1720 had gone furthest and where the frustration of the 
citizenry, accordingly, was greatest. Driven by slump, pressure of taxation, 
and fear of pauperization, the citizenry and schutters in the manufacturing 
towns strove to achieve a restructuring of civic and guild administration 
which would afford them fiscal relief and if not economic revival then at 
least more institutional protection from the harsh effects of the economic 
collapse.*> The Prince. undertook: to investigate civic: government in these 
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two towns, in response to the continuing disturbances, and, during October, 
seven men were purged from the Haarlem vroedschap and five in Leiden.* 
But this seemed an inadequate purge to. the populace and most of their other 
demands were rejected. In Leiden there was a major disturbance on I0 
November, and intimidating presentation of demands to the burgomasters, 
which was much noticed throughout the Republic.*” In response to the pleas 
of the new burgomasters, the Stadholder sent a thousand troops, who 
entered the city on 16 November and restored quiet.* The magistracy 
banned all further meetings and demonstrations. 

On the. surface, nearly all the major changes resulting from the Orangist 
revolution of 1747~51 were gains for the Stadholder and the Orangists. In 
Zeeland the Stadholder again became First Noble and resumed control of 
the seventh vote in the States suppressed in 1702. The Prince also demanded 
a strong say in the choosing of. Zeeland’s delegates, as also those of other 
provinces other than Holland attending the States General. Negotiations 
about this dragged on until June 1751, when the States of Zeeland finally 
accepted the obligation to obtain the Stadholder’s approval beforehand for 
all persons nominated for the Gecommitteerde Raden of the province and 
colleges of the Generality. In Utrecht, Overijssel, and Gelderland, the 
Stadholder had not only secured the reimposition of the reglement of 1675 
but even acquired additional powers beyond what William III had pos- 
sessed, in Gelderland becoming First Noble of the ridderschap in each 
quarter.*® In Drenthe, too, the Stadholder acquired far more power than in 
the past, across the entire administration of the province.” Finally, sweeping 
changes took place in Groningen, the province where previously the 
Stadholder’s authority had been weakest. Under the reglement reformatoir 
to which Groningen was obliged to submit in November 1749, the Stad- 
holder, for the first time, acquired extensive leverage over the appointing of 
office-holders.** In the city of Groningen, the Sworn Council was to 
continue each year to choose half of the raad while the raad still chose the 
burgomasters; but under the new reglement, all members of the raad and 
Sworn councils had, as in Overijssel and Gelderland, first to be approved 
by the Stadholder, who retained the right—should he disapprove—to 
appoint someone else of his own choosing. Far from being ‘seven sovereign 
allies’, the Orangist revolution of 1747-51 turned the Republic into what 
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was really more of a constitutional monarchy without a crowned monarch. 
At the university of Groningen, as with the other universities, the Stad- 
holder was now assigned the main influence in the appointing of professors. 

For those who believed the solution to the Republic’s social and economic 
problems lay in concentrating power at the centre, in the hands of a Prince 
of Orange whom serious Orangist projectors of reform, such as Bentinck 
van Rhoon, fondly imagined was eager to listen to, and follow, their advice, 
the situation by 1750-1 was one glowing with promise, the sole constitu- 
tional arrangement, as Isaac de Pinto, a prominent enthusiast, expressed it, 
‘par laquelle la république peut conserver son lustre et sa splendeur’.” De 
Pinto hoped especially. for a rapid revival of Dutch finances, manufactures, 
and navigation, seeing this as the way to ease social tensions and distress 
and promote the arts and sciences. But the revolution which such men 
supported and longed to see bear fruit could not be fully consolidated. To 
the utter dismay of his supporters, the Stadholder died unexpectedly, at The 
Hague, at the age of only 40, on 22 October 1751. 
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The Faltering Republic and the New 
Dynamism in the ‘South’ 
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POLITICS DURING THE MINORITY OF WILLIAM V, 1751-1766 


he character of the Republic and its institutions had been fundamen- 

tally altered by the Orangist revolution of 1747-51.' Yet the fears and 
grievances which had brought it about had not been removed. The decay 
of Dutch industry continued as before. As early as 1750, the merchants of 
Amsterdam appeared to be reverting to their. former pessimistic view 
of prospects for the Republic’s trade and shipping. The slide in the value of 
VOC shares at Amsterdam, from 584 to 492 per cent, between January and 
July 1750, was interpreted as a sign of lack of confidence in the Republic 
and its commerce’ and equally in the newly reformed structure of the VOC 
which followed from the naming of the hereditary Stadholder as ‘Chief 
Director’ (Opperbewindhebber) of the United East India Company, in 1749, 
with power to influence the choice of the other directors and, in Zeeland, to 
choose them outright.? 

But while the causes of discontent and anxiety remained, what had grown 
impressively was the ability of the regime at The Hague to suppress protest 
and disturbance. The United Provinces, in their decayed state, were now a 
volatile land, potentially highly unstable (as de: Pinto stressed), prey to a 
host of economic and political tensions which, in the eyes of the new regime, 
necessitated prompter and tougher methods of dealing with unrest than had 
been employed by the provincial assemblies in the past. When, for example, 
a fresh militia and burgher movement began to stir at Haarlem, in January 
1750, the burgomasters soon lost control: but not so the regime at The 
Hague, which reacted vigorously, sending troops to occupy the city.‘ The 
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delegates sent by the Haarlem militia companies to The Hague to present 
their demands to the Stadholder were simply arrested. 

To an extent, the death of a Stadholder in his prime, leaving an infant son 
aged only 3 in the care of his mother, who now bore the title “Princess- 
gouvernante’, but was a foreigner, was bound to weaken regime and 
stadholderate.5 Anne of Hanover assumed much of the responsibility of the 
stadholderate, on behalf of her son, but it was impossible she should 
exercise as much real power as had her husband since 1747. To guide her, 
an informal steering committee, or ‘conference’, took shape, the principal 
members of which were Bentinck van Rhoon; Pieter Steyn, the new 
Pensionary of Holland (1749-72); the presiding member of the Holland 
ridderschap; and the famous general Duke Ludwig Ernst von Braunschweig- 
Wolfenbiittel, known to the English as Brunswick, formerly in Austrian 
service, who had commanded the allied troops in States Brabant and 
Flanders during the French invasion of 1747-8.° William IV and Bentinck 
van Rhoon had been much taken with him ‘and persuaded the Empress 
Maria Theresa to release him,-in 1750, so that he could assume permanent 
command of the States General’s army. Although Anne of Hanover initially 
regarded him with suspicion, she later came to consider him as the pillar of 
the regime and the most reliable upholder of the interests of her son and the 
House of Orange-Nassau. 

Despite his contrasting ideological stance, Bentinck van Rhoon was a true 
successor of Van Slingelandt in that he too was deeply committed to 
reforming the institutions of the United Provinces so as to create a more 
integrated federal structure and provide stronger, more streamlined direc- 
tion at the centre.’ Bentinck van Rhoon had tried continually, since 1747, 
to persuade William IV to set up a Stadholder’s. cabinet, a formal committee 
of ministers to act. as central executive for the state. William IV had had the 
power, and opportunity, to do this but lacked the: will and: vision, being 
content that decision-making should largely continue along the old consult- 
ative lines, as long as the regents and nobles showed him due deference .and 
looked to his court as the fount of patronage. The ‘conference’ of the early 
1750s represented:a last chance to create a central ministry for the state but 
it was never formally recognized -by the States General and was further 
weakened by the Princess-gouvernante’s habit of frequently following the 
advice of court favourites outside. the ‘conference’, often men with strong 
English links. The ‘conference’ continued to meet twice weekly down to 
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Anne of Hanover’s death in 1759. But Bentinck van Rhoon, the moving 
spirit behind it, was already bitterly disillusioned with it by 1753." 

In the aftermath of William I'V’s death; and still more after Anne’s death, 
in 1759, the: regents and nobles in the provinces saw their opportunity to 
claw back some of the influence they had lost since 1747.9 The former 
Orangist fervour. of the populace had: cooled: to ‘such an extent by the early 
1750s that there was little to obstruct their progress. In March 1752, the 
States. party-faction regained control of the Amsterdam vroedschap, with a 
measure of popular support,.and drew up a new. ‘contract of. correspond- 
ence’ to determine the selection of burgomasters, excluding the Princess and 
her advisers from the process. In August 1755, twenty members of the 
Haarlem vroedschap, including several. professed Orangists who had come 
in only in 1748, combined to break the influence of the court by drawing up 
a. new ‘contract of correspondence’, shutting ten Orange loyalists out of 
power."°: 

All this had its implications for foreign policy as well as for Dutch 
domestic politics. The court was strongly pro-British and all along, espe- 
cially in the mid-1750s, with the. European Seven Years War about to erupt, 
Bentinck van Rhoon and the duke of Brunswick had been eager to augment 
the army and strengthen the Republic’s fortifications. By contrast, the States 
party-faction, especially at Amsterdam, gave priority to the interests of 
commerce, shipping, and colonies and was pervaded, like the merchants and 
shipping interests, by widespread anti-British sentiment. Most Holland 
regents had no desire to ‘go to war with France, preferring a policy of 
neutrality: which, however, found scant favour with Anne of Hanover and 
her advisers. The position of the States party-faction in this respect was 
much enhanced, though, by the collapse of the ‘Barrier’ negotiations 
between the Republic, Britain, and Austria, in 1753-4. Britain was anxious 
that the Empress Maria Theresa renew the old alliance, and allow the Dutch 
to revive and strengthen their ‘Barrier’ garrisons in the South Netherlands. 
But Austria, drawing closer at that time to France, showed little interest and 
refused the financial and administrative concessions requested. 

The atrophy. of the old system. of alliances, and effective loss of the 
‘Barrier’, inevitably served to.intensify the sense of uncertainty, decline, and 
drift prevailing in the United Provinces. The court of The Hague showed an 
undiminished zeal for exercising its extensive patronage, and grip overall 
important appointments, without being able to give a lead, or undertake any 
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meaningful initiatives, in matters of policy: The favourites of the Princess, 
and her son, were often military men and their growing ascendancy tended 
to blur the dividing line between political and military promotion and 
favours. One group of:courtiers with whom Bentinck yan Rhoon repeatedly 
clashed were almost exclusively interested in the business of patronage. This 
was the so-called Frisian cabal, a coterie which had emerged at Leeuwarden 
before the revolution of 1747 and which subsequently: followed William IV 
to The Hague." Their leader, the jonker Douwe Sirtema van Grovestins 
(1710-78), busied himself tirelessly with exchanging favours for money, on 
one occasion, in 1756, reportedly receiving 70,000 guilders for securing the 
governorship of Ceylon for a friend. 

It was inherent in the Orangist revolution of 1747-51, and:the concentra- 
tion of patronage in the Indies and lesser provinces, at The. Hague, that 
followed, that for the first time in the Republic’s history there should emerge 
a court nobility increasingly resembling the court nobilities of neighbouring 
monarchies.’ The court at The Hague was ‘now so important for the 
ridderschap of Gelderland that the States of that province allocated special 
emoluments to enable each quarter to appoint a noble to reside at The 
Hague and form part of the Stadholder’s normal entourage. The Nijmegen 
quarter chose the son of the leading: nobleman of the quarter, Frans 
Godard, baron van Lynden van Hemmen. The other: quarters did likewise, 
as did Groningen, which was.similarly anxious that a leading jonker of the 
province should be in constant attendance at The Hague. At the same time, 
Dutch noblemen holding senior commands .in the army could, for the first 
time, expect automatic prominence at court. Sirtema van Grovestins himself 
was such a senior officer, as was Hans William van Aylva Rengers, who 
became William V’s chamberlain. 

To organize patronage and influence in each province, the court. also 
needed provincial managers. of the more traditional type. cultivated by 
Maurits, Frederik Hendrik, and William HI. In Utrecht, the court’s fa- 
vourite was Johan Daniel d’Ablaing van Giessenburg (1703-75), who was 
not a member of the old Utrecht nobility but son of an officer in the service 
of the VOC who had become governor of the Cape colony. The::most 
influential of the court’s favourites in. Gelderland. was Baron Andries 
Schimmelpenninck van der Oye van de Pell (1705-76), a member of the 
Veluwe ridderschap,.who was continuously.:a: member: of the Delegated 
States of the Arnhem quarter from 1748 to.1774 and, in 1758, became drost 
of the Arnhem quarter. He was described by the French ambassador, in 
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1762, as ‘homme qui gouverne la Gueldre’. In Overijssel, the pre-eminent 
personage initially was a brother of Bentinck van Rhoon, Count Carel 
Bentinck van Nijenhuis (1708-79), who in 1748 became drost of Twenthe. 
He was eclipsed, however, in the mid-1750s (after Anne of Hanover took.a 
dislike to him) by Count Frederik van Heiden. van Ootmarsum (1696-1769), 
son of an army officer from Cleves who had procured entry to the 
ridderschap of Overijssel as recently as 1720 by purchasing the noble estate 
of Ootmarsum. He succeeded Bentinck’s brother as drost of Twenthe in 
1754. 

As regards Holland, Bentinck van Rhoon had advised William IV to 
govern by selecting in each town council ‘une personne par qui tout doit se 
faire’ who could dispense the Prince’s patronage. In fact, as at Amsterdam, 
Haarlem, Gouda, and Leiden, the court failed to secure a lasting grip.'> But, 
in some cases, the strategy.met with more success. At Dordrecht, Hierony- 
mus Karsseboom, who in 1747 was reviled as a ‘Louvesteiner’, subsequently 
became a fervent Orangist who won William IV’s favour, accumulated 
offices, and dominated the town for. years. Similarly, at Hoorn, nearly all 
those brought in by the Orangist purge of 1749 were protégés of Burgo- 
master Joan Abbekerk Crap, who became the court’s trusted confidant in 
the town."* However, Brunswick did not care for Crap and his reign at 
Hoorn ended with the death of Anne of Hanover, in 1759. 

North of the rivers, the inexorable rise of Brunswick dominated politics 
in the 1750s. In 1755, the Princess-gouvernante named the duke guardian of 
the then 9-year-old William V and her other children. After her death, 
Ludwig Ernst presided over the Republic until the young Prince came of 
age, in 1766, in his double capacity as guardian of the Prince and 
captain-general of the army. But he was not able to prevent further erosion 
of the House of Orange’s gains from the revolution of 1747-51. During the 
years of his guardianship, the Holland towns sent their double lists of 
candidates for municipal office to the States of Holland, not the court, as 
happened also in Zeeland. The raad members of the three chief towns of 
Overijssel, since there was no Stadholder to review nominations, and make 
changes each year, were allowed to remain in office as if they were a 
permanent oligarchy, filling vacancies themselves without reference either to 
the court or colleges of gezworen gemeente. 

Brunswick, for many years, continued to collaborate with Bentinck van 
Rhoon. Relations between the two were less than cordial but each needed 
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the other. ‘Bentinck could see that Brunswick was the only figure capable of 
preserving at least the core of the political gains of 1747-51 and that he had 
no alternative but to try to work with him. Brunswick also needed Bentinck, 
who as the principal personage of the Holland Gecommitteerde Raden. was 
still an influential and persuasive voice. Only in 1766 did the relationship 
degenerate into open: antagonism, when Bentinck van Rhoon discovered 
that the young Prince of Orange (over whom he -had hoped to exert -a 
guiding influence) had: signed .a secret contract with the duke making him 
his principal adviser and special confidant." 

After the turbulence of the late 1740s there were three decades.in which 
Dutch society seemed stable and the people withdrew from direct involve- 
ment. in politics. For the moment, the economic and social tensions in 
society ceased to translate into popular protest. The people had their Prince 
and therefore the solution, as they had supposed, to all that was wrong. On 
the surface all was calm for the moment. But beneath the surface much of 
the people’s dissatisfaction remained much as before so that when, event- 
ually, the Orangist regime had alienated a large part of the common 
populace. and the turmoil resumed, it proved impossible to absorb the 
renewed revolutionary impact within the existing institutional framework. 
In this sense, it is possible to say that by the 1750s, the Dutch Republic had, 
in its existing form, become fundamentally outmoded. This does not mean 
that successful solutions could not have been found and that. it was 
impossible, in the second half of the eighteenth century, for the Republic to 
have evolved into a form of democratic, or more democratic, federal 
republic. But it does mean that the Orangist republic of the 1750s was 
inherently hollow and precarious. Bentinck van Rhoon fully realized that 
the revolution he had helped lead had failed to retain the support of the 
people, or meet their grievances, and that that failure, if not rectified with 
radical reforms, could only have fatal consequences for the new regime." 

For the moment the rival party-factions were locked into a delicate 
balance. One effect was to sublimate their conflict into an ideological war 
fought between the two sides’ intellectuals and publicists. The fiercest 
outburst in this strife was the ‘war of De Witt’ which broke out in 1757. 
This clash involved several writers, but above all the Leiden publicist Elie 
Luzac, on the Orangist side, and the Amsterdam historian Jan Wagenaar 
(1709-73), on that of the States party. Both men were leading intellectual 
figures with national reputations. Both believed in progress, civilized values, 
and toleration. Both lamented the decline of their Republic and were key 
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representatives of the Dutch:Enlightenment. But they adhered to opposing 
sides in the ideological war, their bitter clash, in print, about the true nature 
and historical significance of Johan de. Witt, and what Luzac called the 
‘Louvestein faction’, seizing the public’s attention. 

According to Luzac, the principles espoused by Johan de Witt, and his 
eighteenth-century ‘followers, including Wagenaar, undermined the very 
foundations of ‘our state’, weakening not only the Generality but, worse, 
the sovereignty which springs from the people and which, he argued, they 
had entrusted; at the time of the Revolt, to the Generality, as much as the 
provincial States;..and to the care of Prince William I.'’ For Luzac, 
sovereignty, and legitimacy, derived from the ‘people’. It was the ordinary 
folk, he insisted, who had changed the regime in 1572, 1618, and 1672; what 
they had done was legitimate, and all legitimacy in the Republic derived 
from the people."* He scorned the idea that the provincial States, and the 
regents and nobles who sat in them, were entitled to. any kind of absolute 
sovereignty above the wishes of the people. Wagenaar, replied by ridiculing 
this legitimacy which. Orangists claimed to derive from the people, though 
he willingly agreed. that ultimately sovereignty came from the people. The 
people could not be permitted to intervene continually to modify the shape 
of sovereignty, for its views and loyalties are inherently -shifting and 
inconsistent.'? For Wagenaar, sovereignty lay absolutely in the hands of the 
provincial States as the representatives of the people, precisely as Grotius 
had held.” 

“Remarkably, during the period from the late 1750s to the 1770s, there 
occurred an almost complete reversal of these competing views, as to the 
role of the common people. Orangist ideologues continued to look back on 
the revolution of 1747-8, and popular intervention to restore the House of 
Orange, approvingly, even in the midst of the controversies over popular 
participation during the Patriot revolution of the. 1780s.” But Luzac shifted 
his ground, from the 1760s onwards, abandoning Locke, and theories of 
popular sovereignty, in favour of Montesquieu and a more conservative 
view of institutions, leading him to endorse the revolution of 1747-8 in more 
guarded terms than before.” Simultaneously, especially during the 1770s, 
Locke, as radicalized. in the works of Richard Price and Joseph Priestley, 
was appropriated by future Patriot leaders such as Joan Derk van der 
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Capellen and Pieter Paulus. Even the very term ‘Patriots’, an Orangist label 
in 1747-9, changed its meaning and came to be adopted by the anti- 
Orangists.”3‘When the Orangists established a regular paper to combat the 
Patriot press, in 1781, they called it, significantly, the ‘Old-Fashioned Dutch 
Patriot’ (Ouderwetse Nederlandsche Patriot). 

But, shifting responses to Locke and popular sovereignty notwithstand- 
ing, the ideological conflict raged uninterruptedly, around the heroes and 
institutions of the Republic’s past. The growing preoccupation of. leading 
intellectuals with the Republic’s history, and research into its documents, 
served both to refine;:and spread, knowledge of the Republic’s origins, and 
leading figures, and intensify the ideological strife. The: Batavian myth was 
shown to be largely:a distortion which had the effect of making the Revolt 
appear a more authentically revolutionary event. A number of major 
historical works were produced, foremost among them Jan. Wagenaar’s 
Vaderlandsche historie (1749-59), a twenty-volume history of the Republic, 
designed to show how ‘freedom’ in the Netherlands had been oppressed and 
upheld, over the centuries.” It was a history neither of rulers, nor of a state, 
but of the ‘freedom’ of a people, even though, for Wagenaar, the people that 
mattered were the magistrates, merchants,.and professionals, and definitely 
not the ‘ignorant masses’. Pieter Paulus, in his study of the Union of Utrecht 
(4 vols.; Utrecht, 1775-7), set out not just.to explain the Union as an 
institution but to elucidate what he saw as the principles of the Revolt, the 
enshrining of the principle of popular sovereignty. Paulus proclaimed 
Grotius a true champion of popular sovereignty and the right of resistance 
to despotic authority despite his contradictions.*> Paulus also. expressed 
amazement that the great jurist Huber should have endorsed the provincial 
reglementen imposed by William III in 1674-5. 

‘On the other side, Luzac’s ‘enlightened conservatism’ was reinforced by 
Van Goens and the researches of Adriaen Kluit. Kluit’s central contention 
was that the medieval counts of Holland had held absolute power which, 
with the Revolt, had been transferred to the provincial States, which in turn 
delegated certain powers to the Stadholder. This left no room, in his view, 
for popular participation, or pressure from below, for curbing the Stad- 
holder’s powers, or widening toleration or freedom’ of the press.” 

Johan de Witt and other heroes bitterly quarrelled over in the past— 
Oldenbarnevelt, Maurits, and William II]—remained controversial, indeed 
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fundamental to Dutch political and ideological: discourse, throughout the 
late eighteenth century. During the Patriot revolution of the 1780s, the 
Orangist press continued its attack on De Witt, and the ‘True Freedom’,” 
while, on the Patriot side, veneration of Oldenbarnevelt and De Witt 
showed no sign of: abating. During the 1780s, the English pottery manufac- 
turer; Josiah Wedgwood, developed a lively business supplying ideological 
artefacts to both sides, Wedgwood busts of Oldenbarnevelt and De Witt, to 
the Patriots; and lockets with portraits of the Stadholder, and his family, to 
their. adversaries.” 


NEW DIRECTIONS IN THE AUSTRIAN NETHERLANDS 


Meanwhile, the 1750s and 1760s witnessed a decisive shift in the relationship 
of north and south in the Low Countries which was economic, as well as 
political and strategic, and which was to have major repercussions in the 
future. For it was especially during the: middle decades of the eighteenth 
century that the steady population growth under way in Flanders, Brabant, 
and the Walloon region alike, and the (from the 1750s) rapid expansion of 
industry, trade, and agriculture began to reduce appreciably the previously 
overwhelming superiority of the north in ‘virtually every sphere. It is true 
that the United Provinces still greatly surpassed the south in maritime trade, 
as a naval and colonial power, and as a financial centre. But its industries 
were ruined, its ‘rich trades’ in collapse, its cities decaying, and agriculture 
relatively stagnant, whereas in the south the scene was one of growth and 
increasing dynamism, especially in agriculture and rural industry (see p. 984 
above). These contrasting trends, and the changed diplomatic situation, 
encouraged the regime in Brussels, and ministers in Vienna, to seek 
increasingly to circumvent, or weaken, the various commercial and tariff 
constraints imposed on the Austrian Netherlands under the Austro-Dutch 
treaty of 1715, albeit for the moment without calling into question the 
continued closure of the Scheldt estuary to maritime traffic, the point on 
which the Dutch States General showed greatest sensitivity.” 

One crucial effect of the changes of the 1750s was to remove the Austrian 
Netherlands from the epicentre of great-power conflict. During the century 
since the peace of the Pyrenees (1659), the south had been Europe’s chief 
strategic barrier against France, defensible only with the aid of Britain and 
the Republic—and then not always successfully. At the commencement of 
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his long term as Austrian governor-general, Charles Alexandre of Lorraine 
(1741-80) suffered defeat and humiliation. The French invaded the south 
Netherlands in 1745, defeated the Austrians and their allies, and occupied 
most of the country, before going on to invade States Flanders; precipitating 
the Orangist revolution: in the north. Between 1756:and. the 1780s, by 
contrast, the south was stable, secure, and prosperous, an-oasis between a 
friendly France, on one side, and neutral Republic, on the other. For the 
Franco-Austrian treaty of Versailles,.of May 1756, not only ‘effectively 
neutralized the frontier between France and the South Netherlands but, by 
shifting Austria’s strategic weight eastwards, against Prussia, ended the 
South Netherlands’ two-centuries-old role as the strategic pivot of Europe, 
introducing a period of peaceful development undisturbed by the threat of 
French expansion. 

With the coming of peace, and quickening of economic growth, Charles 
Alexandre had the opportunity to preside over, and encourage, a process of 
‘reconstruction and revival, at times‘deliberately recalling the era of Albert 
and Isabella. Again there were signs in the air that the south might become 
a separate sovereignty under a cadet branch of the imperial dynasty. Charles 
Alexandre was the first governor in Brussels since Albert and Isabella to give 
energetic backing to numerous projects to stimulate trade and industry and, 
likewise, give a strong lead in.the cultural sphere, promoting a general 
reorientation, These latter aspects of his activity were, mdeed, closely linked. 
The court helped promote the economic.revival through its aggressive tariff 
policy, shutting out foreign iron, in 1750, Delftware and Dutch tiles in 
1758, and British coal in 1761; and also improved the harbour at Ostend, 
and initiated a series of new canals as:part of a wider plan to stimulate the 
flow of trade between the coast, Brussels, and the lower Rhine. The new 
Leuven—Mechelen and Ostend—Ghent canals were both laid out in the early 
17508s..To emphasize the link between the. court and these new engineering 
undertakings, Charles Alexandre issued several handsome-medals, including 
one marking the inauguration of the Leuven—Mechelen canal, in 1753, with 
his bust on one side and the canal on the reverse and another, in 1772, 
celebrating completion of the Ostend lighthouse.** Besides the usual crystal, 
porcelain, and other luxury industries patronized by eighteenth-century 
European courts, Charles Alexandre set up a salt works at Ostend, a 
chemical works in Brussels in which he took a close interest, and invested 
heavily in coal-mining at Mariemont. And last, but not least, he gave the 
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Austrian Netherlands what, by 1780, was the densest, most modern road 
network anywhere in western Europe.” 

In Flanders, the linen industry remained by far the most important 
industrial activity. Developing along traditional lines (except that the linen 
was now increasingly bleached in the south, instead of sent to Haarlem for 
finishing), output expanded steadily, if not spectacularly, by some 50 per 
cent: between 1700 and 1775.23 But the key developments in the industrial 
sphere, opening the way to the subsequent industrialization of Belgium, 
took place mainly in the Walloon areas; and here the changes of the 1750s 
and 1760s were of decisive importance. Particularly striking was the upsurge 
of coal-mining and iron-working in the districts of Charleroi, Namur, and 
also Liége. It was precisely in the 1750s that coal production began to rise 
rapidly in the Austrian Netherlands, doubling, and then trebling, in just a 
few years.* Also highly significant was the rapid expansion of fine cloth 
manufacture in the Verviers~Eupen—Aachen triangle, beginning immedi- 
ately after the steepest falls in fine cloth manufacture in the United 
Provinces, in the middle years of the century. After 1750, the triangle was 
the leading, and most dynamic, fine cloth manufacturing area in Europe, 
output rising by over a third between 1750 and the late 1780s,.at the expense 
of France as well as of the Republic.*5 Though Verviers, situated in the 
prince-bishopric of Liége, was the chief centre, nearby Eupen, in Austrian 
Limburg, also registered impressive rises in output, specializing in middling 
fine cloths for the Levant. 

While coal, iron, and textiles were the driving force behind these crucial 
trends which brought the south Netherlands to the threshold of the 
Industrial Revolution, there were dramatic changes also with respect to 
processing industries, such as salt, tobacco, and sugar-refining, and also 
potteries. Previously, the south, like much of the rest of Europe, had simply 
imported processed goods from the Republic or England. But now, all 
commencing at the same time, in the 1740s and 1750s, and mostly success- 
fully—the tobacco workshops being established chiefly at Brussels, Bruges, 
and Charleroi—the processing industries in the south took over the sup- 
plying of the Austrian Netherlands market, nurtured, on the one hand, by 
the vigorous new mercantilist stance of the regime and, on the other, by the 
collapse of industry in the United Provinces. 

Having been raised at Nancy, and being heir to the dynastic world of the 
House of Lorraine, Charles Alexandre was noticeably less addicted to 
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Viennese tastes than Maria Elisabeth and more willing to cultivate local 
talent and traditions. In his major architectural initiatives, the overriding 
external influence was that of the courtly world of Nancy and Lunéville.* 
These were sufficiently compatible with the tentative neoclassicist tendencies 
embodied in the extensions undertaken by the south Netherlands nobility, 
since the 1720s, to generate a successful fusion of Lorraine and local styles, 
leading to the rise.of a full-blown Belgian neoclassicism. At the forefront of 
this cultural regeneration was the work on the three royal palaces. This was 
directed by local architects, principally Jean Faulte (1726-66), from Bruges, 
and the prolific Laurent Benoit Dewez (1731-1812), who besides being court 
architect, designed dozens of neoclassicist additions to noble residences and 
abbeys throughout the south Netherlands—and the lighthouse at Ostend. 
Having purchased the Nassau palace in Brussels to serve as his chief 
residence, in 1756, Charles Alexandre rebuilt it in an opulent neoclassicist 
style in the years 1757-61, allowing plenty of space for his renowned library 
and numismatic and natural history collections. At Tervuren he rebuilt the 
old ducal palace, one of the favourite residences of Albert and Isabella, 
installing, nearby, a porcelain factory and silk works. Most striking of all, 
he built an entirely new neoclassical palace at Mariemont, which came to 
be widely considered one of the handsomest buildings of the Habsburg 
empire. Though there were no major painters to patronize, Charles Alexan- 
dre imparted new impetus to the applied arts, especially in Brussels, which 
he aimed to turn into one of the leading cultural centres in Europe; he 
assembled a large collection of old masters, including numerous seven- 
teenth-century Flemish paintings; and commissioned sculptures from Lau- 
rent Delvaux (1696-1778), perhaps the most notable artist at his court, a 
prolific sculptor who successfully blended Flemish baroque traditions with 
the new neoclassicist tendency. Among Delvaux’s chief commissions was a 
colossal Hercules, incarnating Charles Alexandre, installed in the new 
palace in Brussels in 1770. 


THE EARLY YEARS OF WILLIAM V’S 
STADHOLDERATE, 1766-1780 


An altogether less confident personality was the young Stadholder William 
V, who came of age in 1766, an event accompanied by constitutional 
modifications which, once again, strengthened the position of the Stad- 
holder and his court—and of Brunswick, as the.dominant influence over 
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both. This reversion to a stronger Orangist regime did not always proceed 
automatically. The States of Friesland, in 1766, had the temerity to try to 
draw up a new provincial ‘instruction’ assigning less power to the new 
Stadholder than William IV had possessed. Brunswick’s vigorous interven- 
tion quashed the attempt. Bentinck van Rhoon, and no doubt many others 
outside the Prince’s-entourage, were profoundly uneasy at the unchallen- 
geable position which Brunswick had now built up, regarding the Act of 
Advisership, which he had persuaded the young Stadholder to sign, as a 
flagrant violation of the proper forms and traditions of the Republic. There 
was also unease over the marriage of the young Prince, in October 1767, in 
Berlin, to the Prussian princess Fredrika Sophia Wilhelmina (1751-1820), a 
niece not only of Frederick the Great but also of Brunswick. For there was 
an evident danger of interference in the Republic’s affairs by a state which 
was now a much greater military power than the Republic itself and which 
possessed a string of territories immediately adjoining the United Provinces. 
Soon after arriving at The Hague, Wilhelmina, a stronger personality than 
her husband, developed an aversion to her uncle there.*’ But, for the 
moment, this did little to limit his ascendancy. 

The antagonism between Brunswick and Bentinck van Rhoon came to an 
open break in 1769. Personality and, in the latter case, frustrated ambition 
contributed to this. Nevertheless, in part, the rift sprang from conflicting 
visions of the Republic and the place of the stadholderate within it.** The 
emphasis placed by Bentinck on the constitutional character of the stadhold- 
erate, reverence for the forms and traditions of the United Provinces, and 
commitment to formal, institutional reform jarred on Brunswick, who saw 
the United Provinces more as a sort of medium-sized German dynastic state 
to be cultivated chiefly in terms of dynastic interests. Brunswick brought the 
style and atmosphere of the German princely courts, and German power 
politics, to The Hague. He was forever admonishing William V not to 
relinquish any of his prerogatives lest his authority no longer be respected. 
Bentinck tried to prise the young man loose from his abject dependence on 
the now immensely fat duke. He urged the Prince to adopt William III as his 
model and the Glorious Revolution as his guide to policy and statesmanship. 
Strong, but firmly constitutional, monarchy was Bentinck’s ideal.” 

After 1766 Brunswick dispensed the patronage and controlled the Oran- 
gist chques in the provinces, quarters, and towns. It was he who was able 
to use the enhanced authority of the stadholderate to distribute offices and 
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cultivate loyalties so as to tighten links between the court and supporters in 
the country. For this he needed provincial political bosses: who would be 
loyal tools in his hands, putting the interests of court and faction above 
provincial considerations. The States of Zeeland—whom Anne of Hanover 
had. permitted to appoint a successor as First Noble, should the sitting 
incumbent die during William V’s minority—had,:in 1764, combined the 
offices of Pensionary of Zeeland and First Noble in the hands of Willem van 
Citters (1723-1802), head of what was now the most powerful regent 
dynasty in the ‘province. But. Brunswick preferred to deal with noblemen 
whose outlook. was not: shaped by the civic preoccupations and traditions 
of a Van Citters. He organized. a‘campaign against him .and broke. his 
influence. In Gelderland and Overijssel he worked chiefly with. noblemen 
who were court favourites but, at the same time, relatively new to the 
provincial scene. As a Zwolle regent put it, in 1782; three men ‘disposed and 
directed everything in Overijssel’; these were Count van Heiden Hompesch, 
son of Count van Heiden van Ootmarsum, whom he succeeded as drost of 
Twenthe, the former’s cousin.Count van Heiden Reinestein (1741-1813), 
and, after becoming drost of Salland in 1779, Dirk, Baron Bentinck van 
Diepenheim (1741-1813).” 

In Holland, too, Brunswick’s ascendancy was overwhelming. Pieter Steyn 
(1706-72), member of a wealthy Haarlem regent dynasty, and Holland’s 
Pensionary, from 1749 until his death in 1772, owed his position above all 
to Bentinck. Neither Anne of Hanover, nor Brunswick (nor, after 1755, 
Bentinck) were on particularly good terms with him. He was adept at 
serving the interests of the House of Orange (and his own) while at the same 
time placating Amsterdam and the regents. However, Brunswick and 
William V regarded him as insufficiently. subservient to the court. For, on 
occasion, when he considered that constitutional propriety was at stake, he 
was prepared to stand up to them. On Steyn’s death, Brunswick picked 
Pieter van Bleyswijk (1724-90), a member of an old Delft regent family, who 
owed his position as Pensionary of Delft to Bentinck but had deserted him 
for the duke, to succeed as Pensionary, confident he had found a function- 
ary who was completely spineless. Only in merest form was Van Bleyswijk 
the choice of the States. Initially, he was indeed unabashedly subservient to 
the duke, but, in the late 1770s, as opposition to Brunswick and the 
stadholderate in the States began to harden, the Pensionary showed signs of 
‘going against the court.*’ By the beginning of the 1780s this born weather- 
cock had become the tool of the Patriot bloc in the States. 
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But while, in terms of patronage, the court continued to have everything 
its own way, politically there were increasing signs that the stadholderate 
was very much on the defensive by the late 1770s. Since Europe’s ‘Diplo- 
matic Revolution’ of 1756, Austria, and therefore also the Austrian Nether- 
lands, had been in alliance with France. Prussia, formerly France’s ally, 
entered into alliance with Britain. The change, sensational at the time, made 
nonsense of all the strategic assumptions and plans, current. since 1713, 
based on the premisses that the south Netherlands would serve as a barrier 
between the Republic and France and that the Republic’s security depended 
on close ties with Austria and Britain. It was a shift which undoubtedly 
increased the attractions for the Dutch of remaining neutral between both 
Britain and France, and Austria:and Prussia.” But it was by no means seen 
as an invitation to retire from the arena of international power politics and 
neglect the Republic’s armed forces. On the contrary, not only were both 
Britain and France regarded as overweening competitors, and possible 
adversaries, but there was now also apprehension as to Austria’s intentions, 
as well as the long-standing unease regarding Prussian power around the 
Republic’s borders. Anxieties regarding Austria increased from 1775 when 
the first serious disputes arose over the Austro-Dutch border in the 
Overmaas and Flanders. These were a prelude to the friction which 
developed, in 1781, when the Emperor Joseph II demanded the final 
dismantling of the Barrier system, and 1784, when he demanded the return 
of territory in the Overmaas:and States. Flanders, as well as Dutch 
evacuation of Maastricht and the reopening of the Scheldt. Far from 
creating an easier situation, the Diplomatic Revolution, it was clear by the 
early 1770s, had trapped the Republic in a four-way ‘stretch’ between the 
principal powers of western and central Europe. 

Thus, neither the Stadholder’s entourage, nor the leadership of the States 
party-faction, believed it sensible to neglect the Republic’s defences. On the 
contrary, with a large colonial empire extended temptingly across the oceans 
and borders, some disputed, with lands under both Austria and Prussia, 
there were pressing reasons to expand and modernize both the navy and the 
army. Yet it was precisely this which posed the thorniest dilemma in Dutch 
deliberations in the 1770s. For there was no consensus as to whether the 
Maritime or land forces should be given higher priority. A principal 
objective of the Orangist regime which had come to power in 1747, and of 
its British backers, was to build up the army. Yet, in fact, little was done to 
improve or enlarge it in the years after 1751, while, at the same time, scant 
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progress was made with plans to re-equip the navy with twenty-five ships of 
the line agreed as far back as '1741.:By 1756, only a handful of the new 
warships. had been built, while by 1759 the army, which had been substan- 
tially increased during the 1740s—the last occasion in European history 
when the Dutch counted as an important military power—had shrunk back 
to only: 40,000 men.* In 1772, the army stood at 41,000. 

During the 1770s, William V and Brunswick strove to secure agreement, 
and funds, to.expand both the land and sea forces. But the States of Holland 
and Zeeland, and especially Amsterdam, were distinctly less eager:to spend 
on the army than the navy, while the inland provinces preferred to spend 
on the army, albeit real determination to expand the army substantially was 
confined to Gelderland. But the crux of the problem: was that William VY 
was unwilling, or unable, to pressurize the inland provinces into consenting 
to increases in naval, as well as military, spending and, without it, Amster- 
dam simply refused to assent to army augmentation.“ The consequence of 
this was a paralysis of the state, with neither the army nor navy receiving 
attention. When, in 1778, the Stadholder pressed for a hefty augmentation 
of the army, without increased naval spending, he was resolutely blocked by 
Amsterdam. 

By the late 1770s, the United Provinces were caught in a malaise which 
extended into every dimension of national life. The sense of the Republic 
being in a steep decline became pervasive. In the States General, the 
provinces and Stadholder languished in a sterile deadlock. The Republic still 
possessed valuable assets, not least in the shape of its colonial empire and 
remaining shipping, which were vulnerable to Britain’s growing imperial 
dominance outside Europe. At the same time, the United Provinces were 
boxed in between the rising continental powers of Austria and Prussia. This 
combination of economic, political, and imperial crisis facing the Republic 
in turn generated a degree of ideological tension which rendered the United 
Provinces more immediately vulnerable to revolutionary turmoil than 
probably any other European country at the time, even France. For this was 
a society in steep decline but decline from a very high level, experiencing 
massively adverse economic pressures amid the remnants of prosperity and 
much sophistication. Moreover, unlike other western European countries, 
this was a land in which the existing regime was looked on without respect, 
or affection, by large sections of the urban populace. Not surprisingly, in 
this context, the spectacle of the revolutionary movement in the American 
colonies caused particularly strong shock waves, which affected Dutch life 
at many levels. 
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In the form it: took, the American Revolution was bound to sharpen 
tensions both between Britain and the Republic and, within the Republic, 
between Orangists and opponents of the Stadho'der. From the outset, the 
insurgents in America obtained much of their weaponry and munitions from 
the Republic, mainly indirectly, via the: West Indies, especially the island of 
St Eustatius. This led to a growing British pressure on the States General to 
halt these shipments, backed by threatening bluster and intermittent board- 
ing and seizure of Dutch vessels on the high seas, in violation of the 1674 
treaty, establishing the principle of ‘Free-Ship, Free Goods’. 

At the same.time, the American Revolution aroused sympathy' amongst 
many sections of the Dutch public, an attitude stiffened by the Anglophobia 
prevalent amongst the mercantile element in Amsterdam. The Dutch trading 
system and colonial empire, like that of France, had been undermined, and 
stunted, by Britain’s now overwhelming maritime superiority. The Amer- 
ican Revolution seemed to afford both relief and the chance to alter the 
balance. It also served to sharpen: the Dutch domestic ideological conflict. 
If Simon Stijl (1731-1804) in his complacent Opkomst en bloei der Veree- 
nigde Nederlanden (Rise and Flourishing of the United Netherlands; Am- 
sterdam, 1774; enlarged edition 1778) eulogized the Dutch Republic as a 
timeless haven of ‘freedom’, content with the: States party-faction’s tradi- 
tional veneration for Grotius and the “True Freedom’ of De Witt spiced 
with a dose of Montesquieu,* a new note was struck by the Overijssel noble 
Joan Dirk van der Capellen tot den Poll (1741-84), a leading opponent of 
‘British policy in America, who was deeply influenced by Richard Price’s 
Observations on Civil Liberty (1776), a work rooted in Locke and evincing 
strong democratic and pro-American tendencies.“*-Van der Capellen trans- 
lated and published Price’s work under the title Aenmerkingen over den Aart 
der Burgerlicke Vrijheid (Leiden, 1776), in support of the American cause. 

Orangist publicists, including the Sephardic Jewish writer Isaac de Pinto, 
defended British policy in America. De Pinto warned the Dutch public (and 
his fellow Jews) that the collapse of the British empire in America would 
entail the eventual collapse of all the European empires in the. Americas, 
destroying what remained of the Dutch trading system and devastating the 
Amsterdam stock market. But the Orangists were in a difficult position. 
Besides the unpopularity of the regime, and dire condition of the Republic’s 
commerce, industries, and colonies, British policy was so bludgeoning that 
it became practically impossible for the Stadholder’s court to oppose the 
wave of anti-British feeling. In February 1777, the British ambassador at 
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The Hague, Sir Joseph Yorke, presented a memorial from the British 
Government to the States General, demanding immediate action to stop the 
flow of munitions via St Eustatius, and the recall of its governor, accusing 
the States General of tacit collaboration in the seepage of supplies to the 
Americans and threatening that if the Republic could, or would, not stop 
the flow, Britain would do so by means of unrestricted boarding and seizure. 
Van Bleyswijk noted that the tone of the British ultimatum was so imperious 
that ‘it creates here a very great sensation’.“’ Brunswick despairingly told 
William V that the text was the most overweening he had ever seen from 
one sovereign power to another. A flurry of pamphlets appeared furiously 
denouncing British arrogance and tyranny. 

From this point on Anglo-Dutch relations edged inexorably towards:war. 
Despite his strongly pro-British inclinations, the Stadholder had no alterna- 
tive but to authorize the preparation of the navy to defend Dutch shipping 
from attack. At the end of 1779 a large Dutch convoy: bound for the West 
Indies was fired on by the British in the Channel and forcibly escorted into 
Plymouth. Finally, unrestricted boarding, together with revelations, in the 
autumn of 1780, showing the full extent of the complicity of Amsterdam 
merchants, and financiers, in assisting the American Revolution, made war 
all but certain.“ The appeal of a war against the Dutch, for the British in 
1780, was the expectation. that Dutch shipping and colonies could -be 
captured quickly, and with ease, and then used to offset the losses, and 
dented prestige, resulting from-the setbacks at American and French hands. 
Thus the steady deterioration of: Britain’s prospects in America only made 
the outbreak of war between Britain and the United Provinces more likely. 

: When. it came, the Fourth Anglo-Dutch War (1780-4) proved an unmiti- 
gated disaster for the Dutch. In the first full month of the war (January 
1781) the British navy and privateers captured no fewer than 200 Dutch 
vessels, completely paralysing what remained of Dutch shipping.” In 
February 1781, Admiral Rodney captured St Eustatius, seizing numerous 
ships and a vast store of merchandise and supplies. Further disasters 
followed. The British captured all the West African forts of the WIC, except 
Elmina, and the: west Guyana.colonies, though these were subsequently 
reconquered, for the Dutch, by the French. In the East Indies, the damage 
was less than it would have been without French assistance, but several 
bases were lost in:southern India and Ceylon, including Negapatnam, and 
richly.laden VOC ships taken with a combined value of 10 million guilders. 
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O: the morning of 26 September 1781, copies of a revolutionary booklet 
entitled Aan het ‘Volk van Nederland (To the People of the Nether- 
lands), published anonymously but written by Baron van der Capellen, were 
found posted up, and strewn, all over the Republic. Its political message was 
uncompromising. There had been a time, before the coming of the Habs- 
burgs, when the Dutch people had enjoyed a high level of civil liberty and 
political freedom, being able to-hold the rulers of the different provinces in 
check by means of the colleges of sworn representatives of the citizenry, the 
militias, and the influence of the guilds. The basis of this inestimable 
‘freedom’ had been the unrestricted right of the citizenry to gather, organize, 
form committees, choose representatives, and express their views. The 
people had been stripped of their freedom by Charles V and, especially, 
Philip II. But the Revolt of 1572 had failed to restore their ‘freedom’.' 
Although the quest to regain it had provided the. essential impulse behind 
the Revolt against Philip II and the power of Spain, and there was much 
that was inspiring in it, from the people’s point of view it had ended in 
failure. Popular participation in civic and provincial government, momen- 
tarily revived by the citizens’ guilds and militias, had been suppressed once 
more by William the Silent and the regents.* The moment of disaster, 
according to Van der Capellen, had occurred exactly two hundred years 
before, in 1581, when the States of Holland issued its edict forbidding town 
councils any longer to consult on important issues with the militia com- 
panies and guilds (see p. 216 above). That was the moment when the Dutch 
Revolt betrayed itself, and its own basic principles. 

Van der Capellen proclaimed the suppression of Dutch freedom, since 
1§72, to be-chiefly the work of the Princes of Orange using the standing 
army: ‘he who has the army may do as he pleases’.? In order to regain their 
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‘freedom’, and participate once more in civic and provincial government, 
the people had to create a people’s militia devoted to the principles of 
‘freedom’ and effective enough to act as a counter-weight to the regular 
army. It was a message obviously inspired by the spectacle of the American 
militias resisting the might of the British army in the American colonies, and 
Van der Capellen expressly urged the Dutch to model themselves on the 
Americans. He. called on the people to take their fate in their hands and 
begin a democratic agitation in every town and locality, a revolutionary 
process which would work from. the bottom up. A country and its 
government, the baron assured his readers, belong to all-who dwell in 
it—rich and poor—but the people will only control the state, and be free in 
their own country, if they create and maintain :a citizens’ militia highly 
motivated enough to use their bayonets for the defence of the people’s 
freedom. That can only happen if the citizenry emulate the Americans (and 
Swiss) by drilling seriously and learning to use their weapons, especially on 
Sundays after church, and choose their own militia officers. 

The baron’s inflammatory pamphlet may have contained nothing new 
from the standpoint of political theory, but in Dutch society at the time it 
was startling for the force with which it drew a revolutionary message from 
familiar facts, addressing a situation which had caused deep frustration, 
throughout the Republic, ever since the Orangist revolution of 1747-51. The 
baron’s pamphlet can almost be said to have been the manifesto of the 
Patriot Revolution of the 1780s, especially in its stress on the need to make 
government answerable to the people, by creating people’s organizations at 
local level and forming citizens’ militas, and its identification of the 
Stadholder and House of Orange as the principal enemy of freedom. The 
baron rebuked the regents too, but saw them as a subsidiary entity which 
could be pulled either way, towards the Prince or the people. In his view, 
Oldenbarnevelt and De Witt had in some degree served the interests of the 
people and, even though, during the First and Second Stadholderless 
periods, the regents had excluded the citizenry from participation in public 
affairs, the States party-faction were willing to help recover ‘freedom’ by 
allying with the people against the Stadholder.* Van der Capellen’s insist- 
ence that without reforming the militias, and placing them under citizen 
control, no progress towards regaining freedom was possible, was to be the 
central tenet of the Dutch Patriot revolutionary press. As one leading 
Patriot periodical, De Post van den Neder-Rhijn, advised the Gelderland 
Patriots, in August 1784: ‘they must investigate what violations of popular 
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rights had occurred in each locality’, through research in historical. sources, 
but, above all, they must ‘train in the use of arms whereby our good regents 
will be supported and the good-for-nothings silenced’.°. 

Meanwhile, the Fourth Anglo-Dutch War (1780-4) continued, and popu- 
lar indignation and outrage over the crushing and disastrous setbacks at 
British hands escalated. The run-down and neglected state of the Dutch 
navy, and failure of the. WIC and VOC to maintain their garrisons and 
fortifications adequately, were the principal cause and for this the regents 
and colonial companies were partly to blame.° But the public had been 
conditioned, and the Patriot press now conditioned them further, to blame 
the Stadholder and his court for. the débAcle, including the severe economic 
recession in Holland and Zeeland which: ensued from the disruption of 
shipping and the fisheries.’ 

Patriot agitation gained momentum during 1782 especially in Holland, 
Utrecht, Gelderland, and Overijssel. From the first it was the Patriot press, 
whose newspapers and periodicals deluged the public with criticism of the 
Stadholder and his regime, which spearheaded the Patriot movement.’ This 
was a revolution led by journalists, lawyers;.and other. professionals, 
appealing to the literate, urban, middle strata of society, not least the 
shopkeepers. It was a. revolutionary process, welling up from below, 
throughout a. large part of Dutch urban and, more patchily, rural society, 
highly articulate, and aimed at radically remodelling the country’s institu- 
tions and system of government, albeit within the framework of what were 
taken to be the founding principles of the Republic. The Patriots saw their 
movement as essentially a: revival, continuation, and completion of the 
Dutch Revolt against Spain. The basic purpose of the Revolution was to 
wrest control of civic and provincial life from the hands of the Stadholder’s 
favourites, and the regent oligarchies, and transfer power to those who 
regarded themselves as the spokesmen and representatives of the people.° 

But while Patriot ideology was rooted in the Dutch past; and based on 
what were taken to be the essential principles of the Revolt and the 
Republic, it displayed several striking new features.'° Especially important 
were its idealization of ‘the ‘people’, an ideological tendency which was 
marked in the Dutch context since the middle of the eighteenth century, 
and, closely linked to this, its democratic tendency and a form of national 
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feeling more akin to. the liberal nationalism of early nineteenth-century 
Europe than any sense of identity which prevailed in the United Provinces 
during the Golden Age."’ The Patriots viewed the ‘Dutch people’ as the 
whole body of the nation in which Lutherans (who were very active in 
support of the Patriots), Mennonites, and Catholics belonged as much as 
did the Reformed populace. They rejected formal discrimination against 
religious minorities and rejected also institutional discrimination against 
those parts of the Republic, the Generality Lands, which had a lower status 
than the seven voting provinces. Supporters of the Stadholder’s: regime, 
including Orangist Reformed preachers, the Patriot press termed Antipatri- 
otten. Nor was this reaching out the hand to the non-Reformed population 
mere lip-service. It was, rather, part of the Patriots’ political strategy to 
bring the religious minorities, and Generality Lands, into the revolutionary 
process and draw on their support in pressing for their goals..One way of 
doing so was to stress that not all the great heroes of the Republic belonged 
to the Reformed Church. The Post van den Neder-Rhijn, one of the most 
influential Patriot papers, published at Utrecht by Pieter *t Hoen, asked 
rhetorically, in November 1785, was not Admiral Zoutman, the sole naval 
hero of the late disastrous war, a Lutheran, was not William III’s famous 
military engineer, Coehoorn, a Mennonite, were not the old States party’s 
heroes, Oldenbarnevelt and Grotius, Remonstrants?” 

The Patriot Revolution’s method was to spread democratic awareness 
among the people through the press, turn the civic militias into an 
instrument. of the people’s will, and finally compel the Stadholder’s repre- 
sentatives and the regents to restore the control of the citizenry in local, and 
therefore also provincial and national, politics.'3 The new militias, or Free 
Corps, as they were called, differed from the old civic militias in four ways: 
they were not to be under the control of the regents, but under burgher 
defence councils which were to select the officers; they were to shed their 
previously strongly Reformed character, becoming open to Dutchmen of all 
religious confessions, including Catholics; they were to participate directly 
in civic politics in support of the ‘good.regents’ and against the Antipatriot- 
ten; finally, they were to drill more intensively and acquire more up-to-date 
weapons, so that they could be used not only to maintain order within 
towns but to oppose regular troops—Dutch or foreign—should this be 
necessary. The new-style Free Corps were.also to be larger than the old civic 


™ Velema, ‘Revolutie, contrarevolutie’, 524~7; Van Sas, ‘Vaderlandsliefde’, 476-82. 

" Post van den Neder-Rhijn, 8/391 (Nov. 1785), 700. 

') [Van der Capellen}, Aan het Volk van Nederland, 19-21; Te Brake, Regents and Rebels, 51, 
81-3; Van Sas, ‘The Patriot Revolution’, 116. 


1102 ‘The Age of Decline, 1702-1806 . 


militias. Dordrecht, a leading centre of Patriot agitation, became the first 
town, in January 1783, to set up a new-style Free Corps in place of the old 
schutterij; it soon comprised over 1,000 men. 

One of the chief Patriot centres was the city of Utrecht. Utrecht had one 
of the main Patriot papers, one of the foremost Patriot. clubs—the Pre 
Patria et Libertate—and built up one of the largest .of the Free Corps. :It 
was also at Utrecht that the series of national conventions of delegates of 
the Free Corps, from all over the Republic, met, from December 1784 
onwards. With some justification Utrecht has been called the ‘cockpit .of 
democratic politics’ during the Dutch Patriot era.'4 It was at Utrecht that 
the Patriots, in alliance with the ‘good regents’, posed their first. major 
challenge to the authority of the Stadholder.by rejecting the Orangist 
reglement which William III had imposed on the province in 1674 and which 
had been reimposed in 1748.'5 The Patriot press invited the citizenry to 
submit proposals for a new constitutional system for the province. Typi- 
cally, the Patriots condemned the reg/ement as unconstitutional, and illegal, 
because it had been imposed against the wishes of the people and without 
citizens’ bodies being consulted, as they always had on important matters, 
it was alleged, before the age of Charles V."° 

As in 1748, the Patriots flooded the towns where they were strong with 
leaflets and posters announcing the times and places where petitions were to 
be submitted to the town councils, none too subtly summoning the people 
to turn up in great numbers and apply psychological pressure. This in itself 
was reminiscent of 1748. But this time there was much more emphasis on 
power being transferred to the people, a more confident legitimization of 
crowd pressure, and a more explicit threat to use force if necessary.. Many 
Free Corps members attended these mass: demonstrations carrying their 
weapons. When the Utrecht Patriot leader, Pieter Philip Ondaatje, warned 
the vroedschap that ‘we are not ’48-ers’,"’ he meant that this time the 
citizenry would not be so easily fobbed off and thwarted as they had then. 

If Van der. Capellen’s tract was the clarion-call of the Dutch Patriot 
Revolution, its weightiest publication: was the famous two-volume Grond- 
wettige Herstelling (Constitutional Restoration; 1784), a work compiled by 
various leading Patriots, including Van der Capellen, but published anony- 
mously and, arguably, one of the most important political texts of pre-1789 
Enlightenment Europe. It was a work which rested on the premiss that the 
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United Provinces were dangerously decayed and in urgent need of basic 
reform. But it was an appeal not to the regents, nobility, or Stadholder but 
to the people, ‘worthy countrymen and fellow citizens’. Like Van der 
Capellen’s tract, it insists on the crucial role to be played by the. citizens’ 
militias in forcing the necessary reforms through. But the essential principles 
of this restored, and purified, Republic were, just as in the past, the 
principles of the Revolt against Spain, the Union of Utrecht, and the 
subsequent historical development of the United Provinces. Here too the 
struggle between the party-factions in the aftermath of William III’s death 
is seen as an attempt by the people—the guilds, militias, and sworn 
councils—to revert to the true essence of the Revolt, cutting back the 
corrupt power of the stadholderate and the regents. Arming the respectable 
citizenry in the manner of the American militias, in the eyes of the 
Grondwettige Herstelling, was the means to compel Stadholder and regents 
alike to respect the rights and interests of the middle strata of the 
population, the men of property and the professions, irrespective of religion, 
while simultaneously keeping the untutored and undisciplined mob at bay.” 
It contained a democratic element but was far from fully democratic in 
character, advocating the sovereignty of the people, in general terms, but 
government on the basis of existing, historically evolved institutions by the 
best qualified. And who were they? The most basic reform envisaged by the 
Grondwettige Herstelling was to replace the regents—as Pieter de la Court 
had proposed as long ago as the .1660s—with a new élite: those who by their 
ability, and conscientiousness, showed themselves worthy of being pro- 
moted from lower to higher offices.’ Rule by such an ‘enlightened’ élite 
seemed to the authors of this compilation the true essence of republican 
government. 

The Dutch Patriot Revolution was a product of the Enlightenment and 
age of Atlantic Democratic revolution. Its assumptions and outlook show 
many affinities with the thought-world of men throughout the western world 
eager for fundamental reform, and the sovereignty of the people, albeit in 
forms which would safeguard property and elevate the qualified above the 
masses. And yet, while a few contemporary English and French writers were 
drawn ‘on, especially Price, Priestley, and Rousseau,” in the main, Patriot 
ideas. grew out of the Dutch ideological debates of the mid-eighteenth 
century, including the exchanges between Wagenaar and Luzac, and were 
ultimately rooted in the seventeenth-century controversies about the nature 
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of the Revolt against Spain and: the works of Grotius, Graswinckel, De 
Witt, De.la Court, Huber, Noodt, Van Slingelandt, and other. seventeenth- 
and early eighteenth-century Dutch political writers. Towards Montesquieu 
there was:a definite aversion, as his reverence for constitutional monarchs, 
and English examples,. lent itself better. to the Orangist than the Patriot 
message.” 

The Grondwettige Herstelling abundantly demonstrates the appropriation 
of the ‘people’ by the Patriots. It scathingly attacks the tendency of Luzac 
and Van Goens to approve guardedly of the popular risings of 1672 and 
1747-8. If sovereignty rests ultimately with the people, then the popular 
clamour for reform, now being directed against the Orangist regime, 
possessed equal, or greater legitimacy than those earlier eruptions, when the 
authentic efforts of popular leaders to restore liberty had been thwarted by 
the duplicity of the Orangists.. 

A key theorist among the Patriots was Rutger Jan Schimmelpenninck 
(1761-1825), later to become the last Grand Pensionary of the Batavian 
Republic (1805-6), who in 1784 published; in Latin, and the following year 
in Dutch, his Verhandeling over eene wel ingerichte volksregeering (Treatise 
Concerning a Well Constituted People’s Regime), an eloquent plea for a 
democratic republic. which serves the interests of its citizens. The work, 
which was widely noticed and discussed, and was reissued in 1794, was 
undoubtedly influenced by Rousseau, yet, at the same time, rooted in the 
traditions: of classical republicanism; reaching back through the Golden 
Age, to the Revolt, and beyond to Roman republican writing.” One of his 
chief sources of inspiration was Cicero, whose stress on the moral basis of 
citizenship and. good government, and the need to--safeguard against 
corruption in high places, had long held appeal in the Dutch context: 

Meanwhile Luzac, in his bulkiest publication, Hollands Rijkdom (4 vols.; 
Leiden, 1780-4), while still lambasting De Witt and the republicanism of 
Wagenaar, assured the public that he too cherished liberty and toleration, 
and detested oppression, but distanced himself from his earlier enthusiasm 
for the will of the ‘people’. His contention now was that the stadholderate 
was simply the best and surest guarantee of both liberty and prosperity. 
Kluit, for his part, assailed Patriot ideology with a barrage:of well- 
researched observations about the Revolt against Spain, contending that 
there was no truth in Patriot claims that the essence of the struggle against 
‘Philip II was the pursuit of liberty through popular sovereignty.” 
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A striking feature of the Patriot Revolution was that it simultaneously 
gained ground in the west and in the east. Two of the main centres of Patriot 
strength in the inland provinces were Deventer and Zwolle. Deventer, which 
had adhered to the States party-faction during the De Witt era and which 
had taken the lead in: opposing the Orangists and the reglement of 1675, 
after William III’s death, was also the first place in Overijssel where a Free 
Corps was set up, in the spring of 1783, its members swearing to defend the 
‘liberty, security, and tranquillity of the Fatherland in general’, as well as in 
the city itself. Deventer was. also the first Overijssel town to reject the 
restored reglement of 1675 during the Patriot Revolution, transferring the 
power to choose the burgomasters from the Stadholder to the Sworn 
Council. Deventer and Zwolle both acquired a vigorous Free Corps and 
democratic movement. As in Utrecht and Holland, guild-members—shop- 
keepers; skilled artisans, and professionals—formed the backbone of the 
Patriot movement. In both towns (though it was weaker), there was also a 
substantial Orangist following.. As far as occupational background was 
concerned, this consisted, to a greater extent than in Holland, of largely the 
same kind of people—shopkeepers: and artisans. The main: difference be- 
tween the popular blocs, other than their political ideology, was confes- 
sional, this too being reminiscent of the past. Ordinary Orangists were often 
motivated by Voetian attitudes and anti-Catholic feelings, viewing the 
Patriots as a movement friendly to Catholics. 

Another striking feature of the Patriot movement was its success in 
surpassing the movements of 1702-7 and 1748 in co-ordinating revolution- 
ary activity in the various provinces and towns. At a mass assembly at 
Utrecht, attended by thousands of Free Corps militiamen from all over the 
Republic, in June 1785, an Act of Association was adopted, pledging the 
Free-Corps to launch a co-ordinated drive to re-establish a ‘true republican’ 
constitution and restore the dispossessed rights of the citizenry. Some of the 
thetoric was new and revolutionary in tone, and owed much to the 
‘American experience; but the reality of what: was demanded, and being 
striven for, was only a slight extension of what was. traditional in the 
eighteenth-century Dutch Republic and thus, the rhetoric aside, the Patriot 
Revolution was essentially a further development of the tendencies mani- 
fested in the movements of 1672, 1702-3, and 1747-8 rather than (as has 
often been supposed) a fundamentally new beginning linked to revolution- 
ary trends elsewhere in the late eighteenth-century western Atlantic world.” 
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At Leiden, a few weeks later, a gathering of Holland Free Corps delegates, 
among them the leading Patriot journalists Wybo Fijnje and Pieter Vreede, 
adopted the so-called Leiden Project, a high-sounding—if on closer inspec- 
tion also rather backward-looking—platform proclaiming ‘liberty’ the foun- 
dation of the Republic and its citizens’ rights, declaring the sovereignty of 
the people, and demanding a free, unhampered press, election ‘of militia 
officers by the citizenry, and admission of all confessional groups to the Free 
Corps.” Huge demonstrations spread from Utrecht, to Dordrecht, Gouda, 
and Haarlem, mass petitions being presented to the: vroedschappen, demand- 
ing an end to patrician oligarchy and election by the citizenry of civic 
office-holders. 

The mass movement began at Utrecht, and it-was there that the Patriots 
won their most resounding victories. Crowds of two to five thousand were 
regularly brought out, mostly in-an orderly, non-violent manner. but 
showing plenty of resolution. They countered the orange cockades of the 
Orangists by wearing black cockades and ribbons, the latter tied in a ‘V’ for 
Vrijheid (Freedom). Eventually the Utrecht city council caved in to the 
pressure. In the Holland towns, the revolutionary process was slower and 
somewhat less orderly. From 1784 onwards there were a series of ‘street 
clashes between: Patriot and Orangist crowds, especially in The Hague, 
Rotterdam, Haarlem, and Leiden. Orangist demonstrators, frequently from 
a slightly poorer, and less educated, spectrum of society than their adver- 
saries and often women,”’ shouted ‘Oranje boven! De patriotten onder!’ (Up 
with Orange! Down with the patriots!). On 3 April 1784 a Free Corps 
company opened fire on an Orangist crowd in Rotterdam, killing four 
people and wounding others. In June 1784, the States of Holland published 
a placard blaming the Orangists for the disorder and forbidding Orangist 
demonstrations. In many towns the Free Corps began to suppress. the 
display of Orangist banners, cockades, and ribbons, declaring ‘orange’ the 
colour of anti-patriotism and ‘slavery’. After suppressing an Orangist riot in 
The Hague, on 4 September 1785, the States of Holland also transferred 
command over the army garrison at The Hague to the Gecommitteerde 
Raden. At this point the Stadholder and his Prussian consort, who had been 
feeling increasingly powerless and even imprisoned at the Binnenhof, left 
The Hague, retreating to a loyalist district of Gelderland.” 

Everywhere the authorities were forced to yield, or depart, in the face of 
organized popular pressure. Increasingly, the Republic began to polarize 
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into pro- and anti-Patriot zones. The States of Utrecht abandoned the city 
in 1786, withdrawing to Amersfoort, where there was a regular army 
garrison. The purged Utrecht city council responded by convening a rival 
‘legal’ assembly im the city which was boycotted by most of the ridderschap 
but attended by representatives from the pro-Patriot (predominantly Cath- 
olic) towns of Montfoort and Wijk-bij-Duurstede. The new ‘burgher college’ 
at Utrecht, the first democratically elected town council in the: Republic, 
consisted of sixteen representatives of the people, mostly shopkeepers and 
petty tradesmen, among them an Arminian, a Mennonite, and two Catho- 
lics. The mass gathering of Free Corps at Utrecht, in August 1786,. was 
attended by 13,517 militiamen, representing about half the total strength of 
the Patriot militias in the Republic. By the summer of 1786, the Patriots 
were triumphant, or so it seemed, in most of Utrecht, Holland,. and 
Overijssel with significant centres of support also in Gelderland,. north 
Brabant, and Groningen.” By contrast, in Zeeland, Friesland, and parts of 
Gelderland it was the Orangists who had the upper hand. Furthermore, in 
Holland itself, though for the moment the apparatus of civic government 
was mostly in Patriot hands, society was deeply divided. Much of the urban 
proletariat, and many farmers and fishermen, backed the Orangist side. This 
rift was widely reflected also in the countryside.” In some areas, such as in 
the Waterland district near Amsterdam, there were also networks of rural 
Patriot militia companies. In the villages, the local councils were mostly 
strongly Orangist, and the preachers more likely to be Voetian and Orangist 
than in the towns.*' But there were some exceptions to this. A leading liberal 
Cocceian preacher who figured among the Patriot leadership was IJsbrand 
van Hamelsveld, who advocated separation of State and Church and who 
had spent the years 1766-76 in the ‘Waterland village of Durgerdam, 
retaining a certain influence in the area. 

The struggle entered its culminating phase in August 1786 when the 
ridderschap of Gelderland asked the Stadholder for States troops to restore 
two small towns of.the Arnhem quarter, Elburg and Hattem, to obedience. 
The move was opposed by Patriot-dominated Armhem.and Zutphen. The 
troops duly: appeared .and occupied the two towns, provoking a furious 
outcry. in the. Patriot press throughout the United Provinces. The country 
was plunged in feverish tension, raising the spectre of civil war. Patriot clubs 
and Free Corps began establishing special defence zones in areas where they 
were strong, collecting money and stockpiling arms and supplies. The leader 
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of the pro-Patriot party among the regents of the States of Holland, 
Cornelis de Gijselaar, Pensionary of Dordrecht, demanded in the States that 
Holland strip the ‘new Alva’—meaning the Prince of Orange—of his office 
of captain-general and cease payments for the support of the States 
General’s army.”* The city of Utrecht was turned into a veritable armed 
camp. The situation was now decidedly explosive. A clash between regular 
troops and Patriot militia near Amersfoort, in May 1787, left eighty troops 
dead on the field. 

A major impediment to the Patriots, as the crisis approached, ‘was that 
the regent élites in the Holland towns, and not least Amsterdam, had mostly 
only gone along with the popular'movement with an eye to reversing the 
Orangist gains of 1747-51 and pruning the Stadholder’s power. Very few of 
them shared: the democratic ideals of the journalists, lawyers, and other 
professionals who led the Patriot movement. Moreover,: the more. the 
Patriots drilled and prepared for armed conflict, the uneasier the States 
party-faction among the regents became.*? This inner rift within the anti- 
Orangist front came out into the open, as soon as some of the Holland 
towns began to emulate the example of Utrecht and press for genuinely 
democratic civic government and election of vroedschap members by the 
citizenry. It was especially Dordrecht, Haarlem, and Leiden which sought 
to impose democratic systems on unwilling town councils. This of? itself 
strengthened the position of those town councils, such as: The Hague, 
Rotterdam, and Delft, where Orangists retained. the upper hand. For 
increasingly it seemed the regents could preserve their power only in alliance 
with the Orangists. 

In Amsterdam the split between Patriots and regent élite: widened, in 
February 1787, when the Free Corps began organizing popular demonstra- 
tions to force the vroedschap to give up the traditional method of choosing 
its members, and accept democratic changes. Once the Patriot press and 
Free Corps turned against the town hall, a powerful Orangist reaction 
commenced. By April 1787, some of the Amsterdam regents:were seeking a 
rapprochement with William V and organizing counter-pressure to that.of 
the Free Corps by mobilizing the so-called bdijltjes; the fiercely Orangist 
shipyard workers, carpenters, and bargemen from the industrial belt along 
the IJ, to the north of the city centre. The Patriot clubs had no alternative 
but to step up the popular pressure. On 21 April a huge demonstration filled 
Dam Square, in front of the Amsterdam Town Hall, and presented a 
petition demanding a purge of the vroedschap. With this support, the 
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pro-Patriot regents were able to stage an internal coup and remove the 
anti-Patriots. Thus Amsterdam passed under Patriot: control exercised 
through the burgher ‘defence council’ and the Patriot clubs. Many of the 
city’s principal merchants and financiers departed for their rural villas or, in 
some cases, further afield. At the end of May the situation turned uglier 
when Free Corps units attacked the houses of several anti-Patriot regents. 
The wrecking of the bridges connecting the dockyard zone with the city 
proper prevented the bijitjes intervening.* 

Despite the growing alienation of States party regents, the. Patriot 
Revolution was still gaining ground. At Rotterdam in August 1787, the 
town hall was seized by the Patriot leader Pieter Paulus and his supporters. 
The Delft vroedschap was toppled and replaced by a Patriot burgher council 
which included two leading Patriot journalists, Wybo Fijnje and Gerrit 
Paape. Similar local coups took place at Leiden, Dordrecht, Alkmaar, and 
Hoorn. Under the leadership: of Johan Valckenaer, a professor of law at 
Franeker, the Frisian Patriots, backed by the guilds and students of 
Franeker, as well as the citizenry.of Dokkum and Sneek, denounced the 
States. of Friesland meeting at Leeuwarden as illegal. Patriot militia seized 
the town of Harlingen, bringing the number of Frisian towns under Patriot 
control to four, and a rival Patriot States of Friesland: was convened at 
Franeker. 

On the other hand, the Orangist militias in Zeeland were increasingly well 
organized and confident. Often backed by crowds of seamen and fishermen, 
they were able to curb most Patriot activity in the province. A still more 
serious setback was the victory of the Orangists in Gelderland.*> Here there 
were more regular army garrisons than in other parts of the country, and 
there, with British encouragement and money, a coup was organized which 
was mainly the work of the troops. Arnhem and Zutphen were seized in 
June 1787, the Free Corps suppressed. Both towns were covered in Orange 
banners and great quantities of ribbon, but the mass of orange seems to 
have been mainly supplied and pinned up by the garrison commanders, and 
the soldiery.° A number of burgher houses were plundered, especially. in 
Arnhem. After securing the chief towns, garrison troops quickly disarmed 
‘the Free Corps in Harderwijk, Tiel, and Zaltbommel. By the end of June 
1787, the Stadholder was again master of Gelderland. 

During the summer of 1787 the tension in the United Provinces, political, 
social, and ideological, was acute. The national revival which the Patriots 
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proclaimed was, like all true revolutionary programmes, intended to trans- 
form and revitalize every part of the people’s life and life-style, a revival 
which would be at once political, economic, military, cultural, and, by no 
means least, ‘moral. The ‘Love of Fatherland’, so deeply ingrained in Dutch 
political discourse from the 1770s onwards, was inseparable from a tendency 
to view the greatness and decay of peoples as essentially a moral phenome- 
non, rooted in the rise and fall of moral values and responsibility to society. 
A deep preoccupation with checking the advance of irreligion and immor- 
ality permeated the pages-of the Patriot newspapers and writings of Van der 
Capellen, Paulus, Fijnje, Paape, and other leading Patriot publicists, and not 
only their writings but no less those of Luzac, Kluit, and Rijklof Michael 
van Goens, editor of the chief Orangist paper, the Ouderwetse Nederlandsche 
Patriot, champion of the Enlightenment as well as of the Orangist cause.*’ 

Orthodox. Calvinist ministers. of the Voetian tradition, and the Orangist 
press, routinely denounced the Patriot .clubs and Free Corps during the 
1780s as nests of dissenters, heretics, atheists, and papists.* But, in reality, 
‘most of the Patriot leadership and rank and file were drawn from a 
Reformed background and the body of the Republic’s preachers: were as 
much split as they had been, by the Voetian—Cocceian rift, over the past 
century and more, and often along much the same lines. Under the Batavian 
Republic, in 1800, there were around 1,570 Reformed preachers in the 
Republic, as against 300: Mennonite and about fifty Remonstrant preachers 
and a few hundred Catholic priests.** Of the Reformed preachers a signifi- 
cant minority inclined to Cocceian theology and radical politics.“ In 
Friesland, it was calculated that roughly a quarter of the Reformed 
ministers were pro-Patriot. Of five Reformed preachers who took sides at 
The Hague, during the 1780s, only two backed the Stadholder, three siding 
with the Patriots.*' 

Orangist preachers were slightingly dismissed as ‘precisians’ and dogmat- 
‘ists because of their stress on the confession of the faith and rigidity on 
predestination and Grace. Pro-Patriot preachers, by contrast, were vilified 
by the Orangists as ‘Arminians’ and friends of the Mennonites. The most 
influential neo-Cocceian among the Patriot leadership was Van Hamelsveld, 
who in his book De zedelijke toestand der Nederlandsche Natie (The Moral 
State of the Dutch Nation); published after the defeat. of the Patriot 


7 Van Sas, ‘The Patriot Revolution’, 102~3, 109. 

* Ouderwetse Nederlandsche Patriot, ii. 358, 537 and iii. 88-92. 
¥% Galdi, Quadro politico, ii. 72. 

® Nieuwenhuis, Keeshonden en Prinsmannen, 159, 161. 

“ Schutte, ‘Gereformeerden’, 500-1. 


The Patriot. Revolution, 1780-1787 III! 


Revolution, in 1791, proclaimed the Enlightenment to be Janus-headed, a 
force potentially for both good and evil. He extolled the Enlightenment not 
only for its spreading knowledge and love of reading, advancing. education 
among the people, but for creating a sense of national awareness. But, no 
less ardently, he deplored its effect on life-style, its tendency to encourage 
irreligion and immorality. Van Hamelsveld’s central idea was that a republic 
which is sound and stable must rest on a high level of public morality, which 
is not sustainable without high standards of private morality; this, in turn, 
cannot be maintained without a strong basis in religion. Thus:for him the 
Reformed faith was the anchor of the state and the Revolution. Like all 
Patriot writers, steeped in a quest for ‘republican virtue’, Van Hamelsveld 
wished to promote the general welfare by infusing society with sterner moral 
ideals: ‘a people which desires to be truly free, and to maintain its freedom, 
must be virtuous, industrious, fearless, thrifty, and frugal, not effeminate or 
sensual.” Not the least attractive ‘republican’ trait of his hero Johan de 
Witt was the latter’s simplicity of manners and dress, his going about like 
an ordinary member of the public, accompanied by only one servant. 

To the extent that the Enlightenment was advancing irreligion and 
immorality in the United Provinces it was, in Van Hamelsveld’s eyes, 
undermining republican freedom itself. He recognized that the Dutch were 
becoming a less religious nation and that the change was taking place with 
discomforting speed. There had been between three and four hundred 
theology candidates preparing for the Reformed ministry in the 1750s, when 
he himself had been a university student, he remarks, and whenever a living 
had become vacant, even in some isolated village, you could count on a 
good forty candidates hastening to apply. In 1790, he estimated, there were 
only between forty and fifty theology students preparing for the ministry in 
the whole of the Republic, about ro per cent of the figure of a generation 
earlier. The Enlightenment had done this, he acknowledged, but the bad 
Enlightenment of French ideas and sexual licentiousness which had pro- 
gressed so far in Dutch society, he alleged, that it was now quite normal for 
supposedly respectable married women to conduct adulterous affairs. 

For Enlightened Orangists, the United Provinces were already a model of 
‘civil freedom’; and the freedom of the press, which the Patriots so stridently 
demanded, already existed.“ The central message of Van Goens’s Ouder- 
wetse Nederlandsche Patriot was that there is a difference between a free 
press and a licentious press and that what the Patriot papers were about was 
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to undermine the confessional, moral, and social pillars on which the 
stability and well-being of society rested, subverting respect for. religion, and 
erasing the distinction between ‘freedom’ and ‘licence’, a-licence which, if 
not suppressed, would. destroy ‘true Dutch freedom’; the freedom to think, 
speak, and write ‘in a free land and under a free people such as ours’. 

The ideological gulf between Enlightened Orangists such as Van Goens, 
Luzac, and Kluit, and the Patriot ideologues, was, at least with respect to 
the terms they used, and style of thinking, 2 relatively narrow one.“* Both 
sides built their ideology around ‘freedom’ and the idea of republican virtue, 
both stressed the. dependence. of political and economic well-being on 
religion:.and morality, both sets.of intellectuals insisted on the need to 
spread love of the Fatherland among the people and fervently believed in 
the value of education, scholarship, and science. Yet, for all that, the 
ideological gap was unbridgeable given the fundamental differences between 
the two blocs on the nature of ‘freedom’ and especially press freedom, the 
place of the Church and its theology in society and politics, and, above all, 
the democratic dimension, the place of the people in politics. To many 
Orangists Patriot.views seemed not just objectionable but godless, infamous, 
and destructive of society: In the tradition of the Orangists of the late 
seventeenth century, Van Goens’s periodical repeatedly styled the Patriots a 
party of ‘Remonstrants and other dissenters’, meaning by this that much of 
their zeal derived.from confessional hostility to the Dutch Reformed Church 
and that its aim was to undermine Church, society, and state.*’ 
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The Fall of the Republic 
> 


THE ORANGIST COUNTER-REVOLUTION, 1787-1795 


t by no means appeared, in the summer of 1787, that the Stadholder and 

his supporters, even though they had the regular army on their side, were 
strong enough to overwhelm the Patriot Revolution. In the end it was 
foreign intervention which proved decisive. British ministers, since the end 
of the Fourth Anglo-Dutch War, in 1784, had been continually active, 
distributing money and encouragement to Orangist leaders and proposing 
methods of undermining the Patriots. The Patriots regarded Britain as the 
principal enemy of the Republic, and of its commerce and colonial empire, 
and the British government was equally convinced that the Patriot Revol- 
ution constituted a serious threat to British interests—diplomatic, strategic, 
commercial, and maritime. Privately, it emerges from Van der Capellen’s 
correspondence of the early 1780s, the Patriot leadership knew that Prussia 
was scarcely less antagonistic. But while it seemed prudent to do everything 
possible to avoid provoking the Prussian king, the prevailing anti-British 
rhetoric was fundamental to Patriot attitudes and ideology. Moreover, it 
was chiefly Britain which was encouraging Prussia to take measures against 
the Patriots. Consequently, whilst the anti-British rhetoric continued, there 
was remarkably little comment about Prussia. The death of Frederick the 
Great, in August 1786, and the succession to the Prussian throne and its 
possible consequences for the Republic, were scarcely discussed at all in the 
Dutch press. Prussia was referred to only in the politest terms.' 

The Stadholder himself, weak and indecisive, did little to bring about the 
eventual intervention which crushed the Patriot Revolution.’ The new king 
of Prussia, Friedrich Wilhelm II (1786-97), a disciplinarian and enemy of 
democratic ideas, as well as the brother of Wilhelmina, gave increasing 
attention to developments in the Republic. When Princess Wilhelmina 
was arrested by the Gouda Free Corps, near Schoonhoven, in June, he 
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proclaimed the actions of the Patriots a calculated insult to the House of 
Hohenzollern and, with strong British encouragement, began massing 
troops in the Prussian lands in, and adjoining, the Low Countries. Then, in 
September 1787, a Prussian army of 26,000 men crossed the frontier and 
marched in two columns towards the The Hague and Amsterdam. There 
was practically no resistance. Despite all the rhetoric about an armed 
citizenry, and the continual drilling of the Free Corps, the revolutionary 
fervour of the people’s militias simply evaporated at the sight of Prussian 
bayonets. Utrecht capitulated without a fight. The Patriot Revolution 
disintegrated. 

Backed by Prussian troops and British cash, William V returned to The 
Hague in triumph. His intention was to restore the Orangist regime on the 
same basis as before with only a minimum of retribution, but it was beyond 
his control to prevent a degree of stringency in the crack-down on Patriots, 
and the restricting of expression, that went rather further than he and some 
of his supporters would have wished. The press was muzzled, political 
meetings forbidden, and the Patriot clubs and Free Corps dissolved. The 
old-style militia companies, controlled by the town governments now 
purged of anti-Orangists, were restored, though not before Orangist mobs 
had taken to the streets and attacked the homes of leading Patriots, usually 
pillaging but not destroying them. In the best traditions of the Republic, 
hardly any Patriots were killed or grievously injured but large numbers were 
intimidated. Demoralized and fearful, several thousand prominent Patriots 
chose to flee rather than face further mob violence and official repression. 
Droves crossed into the Austrian Netherlands, many then moving on to find 
refuge in France, where Louis XVI made them welcome. 

The man William V chose to steer the Orangist restoration was the 
Pensionary of Zeeland, Laurens Pieter van de Spiegel (1736-1800). Van de 
Spiegel, named Pensionary of Holland in December 1787, was an energetic 
and able regent politician—though not from an old regent family—some- 
what in the tradition of Van Slingelandt. He too had carried out extensive 
historical research into the Republic’s institutions—publishing a number of 
erudite historical works in the 1770s—and compiled political discourses. He 
had a deep knowledge of the Republic, and its past, and was no less 
convinced than Van Slingelandt of the need to reform the federal structure 
of the Republic and forge the provinces into a more integrated whole, 

Also like Van Slingelandt, Van de Spiegel found his path impeded by a 
combination of inertia and vested interests. Nevertheless, he did achieve 
some reforms, most notably a long-needed revision of the provincial quotas, 
increasing Holland’s share substantially,-and Gelderland’s slightly, while 
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reducing those of Zeeland, Utrecht, and Friesland (see Table 8). He also 
began to reform the part of the colonial empire outside the sphere of the 
VOC. The Fourth Anglo-Dutch War had revealed that the WIC was not 
only effectively bankrupt but incapable of administering, or defending, its 
colonies.? Over the opposition of Zeeland, the Company was liquidated 
during .1791, the shareholders (whose shares were worth little and had 
received practically no dividends since 1780) were compensated with 30 per 
cent of the nominal value of their shares. As from January 1792, the former 
WIC territories in the Guyanas—Surinam, Essequebo, Demerary, and 
Pomeroon, the six Dutch Antilles, and the forts in West Africa—came under 
the direct sway of the States General. A new Generality college, the Raad 
der Colonien in de West-Indien, was set up. But the Raad achieved little in 
the way of reorganizing the colonies, and their defences in the few years 
remaining to the regime. 

Van de Spiegel was far from being a nonentity. He battled to introduce 
reforms and increase support for the regime while, in the spirit of his master, 
avoiding drastic methods and showing considerable respect for the forms 
and procedures of the Republic. Arrests were few and the repression of 
which he was in charge remained moderate. But the avoidance of drastic 
methods meant that there was an early resurgence of the spirit of opposition 
and little prospect of sealing the Dutch populace off either from the Patriot 
émigré communities in France and the south Netherlands, or the revolution- 
ary turmoil which erupted first in the Austrian Netherlands, in 1788, and 
then in France, in 1789. 


THE CONSERVATIVE REVOLUTION IN THE ‘SOUTH’ AND 
THE NEW ‘NETHERLANDS REPUBLIC’ 


For the Dutch Patriot exiles in France, the outbreak of the French 
Revolution, and universal ideology to which it gave rise, was an inspiring 
development. From 1789, the Patriot Revolution became inextricably 
linked, politically and ideologically, to the French Revolution. But, both 
before 1789 and subsequently, the Dutch revolutionary process contrasted 
sharply with (and remained largely detached from) that which erupted in the 
south Netherlands. There remained an unbridgeable gulf between the 
political, ideological, religious, and general cultural milieux in north and 
south which the march of Revolution only served to widen further. 
Assuredly, the Patriot movement was neither anti-Christian, nor unchristian. 
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Nevertheless, it conspicuously lacked a confessional basis, rejecting confes- 
sional demands and premisses. No Church could claim any special status 
within the movement. Its intellectual world was shaped by the Enlighten- 
ment and the example of the American Revolution, but it also remained 
unshakeably convinced of the lasting validity of the Revolt against Spain, 
and the Republic’s fundamental institutions, seeing these as the surest 
guides to a glorious future. The political and ideological upheaval in the 
south, by contrast, was essentially a reaction to ‘Josephism’, the enlightened 
absolutism of the Emperor Joseph II, as applied in the south. Netherlands.‘ 

Soon after succeeding his mother, Maria Theresa, ‘as. sole ruler: of the 
Habsburg monarchy, in 1780, the Emperor resolved to visit -his-part of the 
Low Countries. His visit (May—July 1781) became the motor of a veritable 
‘revolution from above’ no less far-reaching in its implications than the 
gathering Patriot movement, next door, to the north. Joseph curtailed the 
powers of the new regent in Brussels, his sister: Maria Christina (1780-93) 
and her husband, bringing the south under the direct control of Vienna. He 
issued his Patent of Toleration (1781), enforcing toleration of Protestants 
and Jews on a land inured by two centuries of Counter-Reformation 
indoctrination to reject toleration. He suppressed superfluous monasteries 
and subjected the rest to Vienna, rather than Rome, restricted religious 
‘processions, reformed the guilds, began reforming the university of Leuven, 
curtailed ecclesiastical and noble privileges, and—more acceptably—or- 
dered the reopening of the Scheldt to maritime traffic. In 1787 the Emperor 
embarked on plans for a radical reorganization of the entire. judicial and 
administrative system, proposing to sweep away most existing jurisdictions 
and courts. 

In the spring of 1787 a protest movement arose, especially in Brabant, 
headed by the Brussels lawyer Hendrik van der Noot (1731-1827). The 
‘States of Brabant reminded the Emperor that he ruled. in the province under 
the terms: of the same historic privileges as his Burgundian and Habsburg 
predecessors had sworn to uphold. Scores of pamphlets appeared accusing 
the Emperor of trampling on the ancient constitutional rights of the 
southern provinces. In June 1787 Van der Noot and the Brussels guilds 
began organizing militia contingents not unlike those of the Patriots, in the 
north, except that they were more conservative in their political and 
ideological rhetoric. In September, 1787 there was a-popular rising in 
Brussels which led to the Austrians. withdrawing their troops from the city. 


4 Hasquin, ‘Le Joséphisme’, 224-34. 
5 Polasky, ‘Success of a Counter-Revolution’, 414-15. 
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For two years the south simmered on the verge of a full-scale revolt. 
Matters came to a head in June 1789 when Joseph, whose:limited patience 
had now run out, proclaimed all provincial privileges in the Austrian 
Netherlands ‘abrogés, cassés et annulés’.© Meanwhile, the Belgian rebels 
were receiving assistance from the north. The Dutch and Belgian popular 
movements of the 1780s were so different, so contrasting in their attitudes 
to authority, religion, popular participation in government, traditional 
jurisdiction, and. the House of Orange, that neither William V, nor. his 
Prussian allies, were in the least inclined to discourage the agitation in, the 
south. On the contrary, the authorities in The Hague, as in Berlin, were 
hostile to Joseph and his policies, and began encouraging a popular 
movement which was both conservative and anti-Austrian. Van der Noot 
established his counter-revolutionary committee in exile, at Breda, the town 
of William the Silent, where in the autumn of 1789 the rebels were allowed 
to concentrate their insurrectionary army. Remarkably, Van der Noot’s 
political manifesto of 1789 was based, in places word for word, on the States 
General’s Act of Abjuration, rejecting Philip II, of 1581, asserting the 
sacrosanctity of provincial privileges.’ 

In October 1789, the Belgian rebels stunned Europe by invading the south 
Netherlands from States Brabant and defeating the Austrians. The States 
General gathered in Brussels and proclaimed a new ‘republic’, with one eye 
on the American Revolution and the other on the Revolt against Spain.* 
The rebels called their new state the ‘Republic of the United Netherlands 
States’, the last word referring to ‘States’ in the traditional Low Countries 
sense. At this point the upheaval in the south divided into a conservative 
counter-revolutionary mainstream, headed by Van der Noot, and a liberal, 
democratic movement called the Vonckists after their leader J. F. Vonck 
(1743-92).2 The conservatives held that, after deposition of the ruler, 
sovereignty reverted not to the people but the States. The Vonckists 
disagreed but found not only the nobility, clergy, and peasantry, but also 
the Brussels guilds arrayed against them. Massed rallies of armed guild- 
members and peasants denounced the Enlightenment, toleration, and the 
Vonckists, the press fuelling the popular loathing of the allegedly anti-relig- 
ious ‘philosophie de ce siécle’,. By May 1790 most of the Vonckists had fled 
across the French frontier. 

For several months this new republic in the Netherlands maintained 
itself with some vigour despite the shortcomings of its constitutional 

5 Thid. 416. 

7 Kossmann, The Low Countries, 59. 
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arrangements, and the States General’s inability to obtain adequate co-oper- 
ation and financial contributions from the provincial States. The United 
Netherlands States of the south issued their own propaganda medals in 
1790, showing the Netherlands Lion holding the Liberty Hat aloft on a pole, 
the same symbol as figured on the propaganda medals of the Revolt against 
Spain in the 1570s. Ironically, many folk took to sporting Orange cockades, 
the symbol of reaction in the north, but, in the south, the emblem of 
allegiance to provincial privilege as defended by the Revolt led by Orange 
against Philip II.’° Prussia, increasingly involved in the politics of the Low 
Countries, not only supported the new republic, hand in hand with the 
Orangist regime in the north, but sent in troops to assist. 

For the moment, Prussia, even more than Britain, was the arbiter of the 
Low Countries. The Prussian monarch kept substantial forces in his 
territories in, and adjoining, the Netherlands. The new Emperor, Leopold 
II (1790-2), however, alarmed by the escalating Austro-Prussian rivalry in 
Hungary, Poland, and the Czech lands, as well as the Low Countries, and 
much less uncompromising than his deceased brother Joseph, energetically 
courted the Prussian regime at the Convention of Reichenach, which 
produced agreement in July 1790. Under this package, compromises were 
reached on east-central Europe and Prussia agreed that Austrian authority 
should be restored in the south Netherlands provided Joseph II’s reforms 
were cancelled and there were no reprisals against those who had enjoyed 
Prussian backing. The new constitutional arrangements agreed for the south 
Netherlands were to be guaranteed by Prussia, the House of Orange, and 
Britain. Prussian troops were withdrawn from the fledgling state. In Novem- 
ber 1790 an Austrian army of 30,000 men invaded the republic, entering 
Brussels in December. In the same month a further treaty of co-operation 
in the Low Countries between Austria, Prussia, Britain, and the House of 
Orange was signed in The Hague. Maria Christina returned to Brussels in 
June 1791. 

The south Netherlands republic of 1789-90 was an ephemeral phenome- 
non, yet one which arose at a decisive moment in the history of Europe, and 
the Low Countries, and carried far-reaching implications. It demonstrated 
that the political, religious, and cultural gulf separating north and south in 
the Low Countries in the eighteenth century, and on the threshold of the 
nineteenth, could scarcely have been wider. The Brabant counter-revol- 
utionaries of 1789 were the first political ideologues in the Low Countries 
to call the combined populace of the Dutch- and French-speaking south the 
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‘Belgians’ (de Belgen; les belges).'' Their institutional conservatism, and 
Catholic devotion, amazed Europe. Their sense of distinctness - from, 
and opposition to, the revolutionary movements in France, on the. one 
side, and the north Netherlands, on the other, was unyielding. They rejected 
the Enlightenment and enlightened absolutism, though it is true that the 
Vonckists enjoyed somewhat more support in Flanders and the French- 
speaking provinces than they did in Brabant. 

Yet, while it is right to insist on the different character of the popular 
movements in north and south, in the 1780s, the popular insurrection in the 
south was, nevertheless, an integral part of the wider Atlantic revolutionary 
upheaval engulfing the western world in the wake of the American Revol- 
ution, a process in which the Dutch Patriot movement was the first major 
European manifestation and the French Revolution the most dramatic. It 
is true that. the Austrian Netherlands was the only segment of the west 
where there was a direct clash between enlightened absolutism and the call 
for popular participation inspired by the American and Dutch Patriot 
examples.” But a longing for a ‘national’ reawakening, constitutional 
renewal, arming the people, and the rhetoric of ‘liberty’ were likewise 
essential features of the republic of the southern Netherlands provinces and 
all these were unmistakable manifestations of the great crisis sweeping the 
Atlantic world. 


THE END OF THE UNITED PROVINCES 


The Dutch Patriots were inherently much more likely to join forces with the 
French Revolution than all but the most uncompromisingly Vonckist wing 
of the Belgian opposition, despite the Patriots’ aversion to the more radical 
strains of French Enlightenment thought and revolutionary rhetoric. Geo- 
graphy, however, decreed that the south came under the control of revolu- 
tionary France first. The revolutionary cause gained ground in the south 
following the victory of the French armies at Jemappes, in November 1792, 
the south coming fully under French control with the crushing of the 
Austrian army at Fleurus, in June 1794. But the revolution imposed on the 
Austrian Netherlands, in 1792-4, was a revolution from outside. It dis- 
played little continuity with the themes and preoccupations of the popular 
insurrection of the late 1780s and, as a result, enjoyed scant support among 
the populace. In October 1795, the southern Netherlands were formally 
annexed to France, an event followed by far-reaching institutional changes. 


" Polasky, ‘Success of a Counter-Revolution’, 420. 
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The former provincial administrations were swept away and replaced with 
nine French-style départements..The judicial system was replaced by the 
French revolutionary system.. The religious orders were suppressed, in 
September 1796, and their buildings and property confiscated. A drive to 
reduce the influence. of the secular clergy ensued in the years 1797-8 but this 
was entirely alien to most of the.populace, its impetus.deriving from France. 

In the north Netherlands events followed a very different course. The 
French. revolutionary armies were able to advance over the frozen great 
rivers, in January 1795. Their coming was-preceded by. a genuine build-up 
of revolutionary expectation and precipitated a wave of revolutionary 
agitation which swept ahead of the French troops. The numerous reading 
societies in the northern Netherlands had. regained their former Patriot élan 
during 1793-4 and ‘were again actively propagating anti-Orangist sentiment 
and radical ideas. .By: the summer of 1794, there .were reported to be 
thirty-four reading societies, of between sixty and eighty members.each, in 
Amsterdam alone; with numerous similar societies. in all the large towns. 
Many of the membership were not only arming themselves with revolution- 
ary ideas but also with guns, ready to resume the struggle which had broken 
off in 1787. At Utrecht there were twelve reading societies meeting in private 
homes, counting between them 1,000:Free Corps men armed with several 
hundred hidden firearms. By September 1794, Amsterdam was flooded with 
posters and pamphlets produced by the secret committee for the Revolu- 
tion. There was an attempted rising, in October, which was promptly 
suppressed by an Orangist regime heavily bolstered by the British and 
Prussians. 

When the advancing French reached Utrecht, in January 1795, they found 
a city enthusiastically awaiting them, festooned in tricolour pendants and 
the insignia.of the Revolution. Seeing the advantage of legitimacy conferred 
on their invasion, by a.carpet of risings unfolding ahead.of them, the French 
paused before advancing on Amsterdam. Again the revolutionary commit- 
tees went into action and, this.time, took over the city, their example being 
rapidly emulated: by revolutionary committees. all over the. country. The 
French invasion of 1795 was almost like a. carnival, being ‘happily con- 
ducted’, as one British observer noted, the towns bedecked with tricolour 
‘flags and revolutionary posters as well as the black cockades of the Patriots. 
There was remarkably little violence against the persons, or property, of 
fleeing Orangist dignitaries." 

Particularly striking is the high degree of continuity between. the revol- 
utionary movement suppressed in 1787 and the Revolution resumed in 1795. 
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Many of the same clubs, reading societies, printing presses, militia com- 
panies, and bookshops figured in 1795 as in the early and mid-1780s. And, 
indeed, the Dutch Revolution of 1795 was seen at the time as a continuation 
of the Patriot Revolution and, therefore, as being based on the principles 
which had supposedly inspired the Dutch Revolt and the creation of the 
Republic. It was a renewal, certainly, but not yet a sweeping away of the 
Republic. This sense of the Revolution being a genuine liberation, and 
sweeping away of tyranny, was heightened by the relatively disciplined, 
tactful conduct the French commanders imposed on their troops, which 
contrasted with the indiscipline of the retreating British and Prussians who, 
as English eyewitnesses themselves noted,: took out their frustration on the 
populace, pillaging towns and villages as they went. The sense of the 
Revolution as a restoration expressed itself in innumerable victory parades, 
thanksgiving ceremonies, theatrical performances, and banquets in which 
there was much celebration of the Dutch past, and the Republic, as well as 
of the ideals of the French Revolution. There was also a return to 1787, and 
the past, in civic government. In Deventer’s first democratic election for 
municipal office-holders, in March 1795, no fewer than seven of the ten most 
popular candidates had been members of the Patriot city council of 1787.4 

‘The name‘of the Republic was changed to the ‘Batavian Republic’ in 
1795..But it. took time for the new leadership to organize and draw. up the 
far-reaching reforms they had in mind. The Committee of Public Safety in 
Paris,’and the French generals in the Netherlands, had given assurances to 
the Patriot leaders that they would not. interfere in the setting. up of a 
revolutionary. Dutch Republic. So, for the moment, it was far from clear 
what form: ‘the imminent Batavian Republic: would take. Democratic anti- 
Orangists .were now in.control.of both civic and provincial as well as 
Generality institutions. But there had not yet been, and would not be for 
the next.several years, any. great change in institutions, procedures, or the 
administrative system as such. Indeed, it was still quite usual at the end of 
the 1790s to refer to the Batavian Republic.as the ‘United. Provinces’. 


‘4 Te Brake, Regents and Rebels, 170. 
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THE BATAVIAN REPUBLIC, 1795-1806 


he revolutionary government in Paris decided to acknowledge the 

Batavian Republic but, at the same time (yielding to pressure at home 
to extract compensation for the: war the Republic had fought against 
France, since 1793), a 100 million guilder indemnity was imposed and States 
Flanders and Venlo, Roermond, and Maastricht annexed to France. Ceding 
States Flanders also meant that the Republic had to accept. the permanent 
lifting of the Scheldt restrictions which had been in force since 1585. 

For the rest, the Patriots now had a ‘free hand to carry ‘through. their 
Revolution. But what, precisely, was this to involve? William. V and his 
family had fied to England—much to Van de Spiegel’s dismay—-embarking 
at Scheveningen on 18 January 1795..The Pensionary was arrested .on. 4 
February. His papers and conduct of affairs were. thoroughly investigated 
by a Patriot commission, headed by Valckenaer, who had led the Patriot 
committee in exile, at Paris. But neither he nor. other Orangist leaders who 
had remained were harshly treated. Matters followed a very different course 
than in France. After three years of rather mild imprisonment, Van de 
Spiegel was released. He fled to Germany in the.last year of-his life to join 
the Orangists in exile. 

Purging Orangists,; and replacing them with Patriots, proceeded at.a brisk 
pace in all parts of the Republic. Revolutionary committees and militias 
took over the country. Quite quickly, democratic methods were introduced 
into civic government in many towns. The old regent oligarchy were by no 
means swept away, especially not at Amsterdam. But they had suffered a 
blow, both in principle and fact, from which they were never to recover. 
However, this was inherent in the Patriot Revolution of the 1780s and not 
incompatible with retaining the old, decentralized provincial structure of the 
Republic. The VOC was liquidated by decree, in December 1795, but the 
Generality committee which took over the administration of the East India 
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trade and colonies, and South Africa, in March 1796, for the moment went 
no further than had the Generality college administering the former colonies 
of the WIC since.1792. For the time being, the Union of Utrecht of 1579 
and most of the procedures of the old Republic remained largely in force. 

Everywhere there was intense discussion in the clubs and revolutionary 
committees with a variety of pressures being brought to bear. In December 
1795, the States General yielded to the widespread demand for the conven- 
ing of a National Assembly ‘to reform the constitution of the Republic, an 
assembly to consist of delegates not.appointed by the provinces but elected 
by the people. In the elections of 1796, for the National Assembly, all male 
inhabitants over the age of 20, not in receipt of poor relief, were entitled to 
vote. The Assembly duly convened on 1 March 1796. Yet still the composi- 
tion of the body of delegates showed only a partial break with. the past. 
Some delegates were lawyers, journalists, and other professionals, but many 
were members of regent and noble families. More importantly, radicals who 
wished to sweep away the Union of Utrecht, and the old federal framework 
of the Republic, were by no means fully in the ascendant. The Assembly 
included a large bloc of anti-Orangist federalists who wished to avoid.a 
sharp. break on the institutional front, and retain much of the traditional 
structure.' 

The outcome. was a proposed new constitution which preserved the 
federal principle and many features of the United Provinces. This was 
eventually rejected by the electorate, in a plebiscite held in August 1797, but 
at the end of 1797 the situation was still one of deadlock, with the ruling 
establishment split between federalists and unitarists. In January 1798, the 
French backed a radical coup d’état which ejected the federalists from the 
National Assembly. As a result a fundamentally new, unitary constitution, 
sweeping away the entire structure of the past, was put to the electorate, and 
voted in, in April 1798. Yet the United Provinces were still not dead. The 
new constitution had been voted in by a drastically curtailed electorate from 
which both the Orangists and the federalists were debarred. Only some 30 
per cent of the electorate voted at all. Furthermore, a large part of the 
support the new constitution received derived from the predominantly 
Catholic areas of what had been the Generality Lands. In June 1798.a 
second coup d'état took place, headed by a group of moderate Patriots who 
stressed the continuing validity of the traditions and institutions of the old 
Republic. They retained the new constitution but took no practical steps to 
implement it. 
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The: revolutionary élan of. 1795 lasted only briefly. The crushing of the 
Dutch navy by the British at the battle of Camperdown, off Den Helder, in 
October 1797, definitively cooled the ardour of those who saw the Repub- 
lic’s salvation in waging a revolutionary war against Britain and marked the 
end of Dutch naval power as a significant force in global politics. The coup 
of June 1798, followed by the still more moderate coup of 1801, for the 
moment (until .1805) paralysed the effort to change fundamentally the 
institutional and administrative structures inherited from the past. Even 
where there were significant changes in form, between 1798 and 1805, the 
reality beneath the surface often showed a surprising degree of continuity 
with that of the old Republic. 

Nothing was more fundamental to the pre-1795 United Provinces than 
provincial sovereignty and the organizing of administration, ‘justice, taxa- 
tion, and patronage on a provincial basis. Thus, one of the main tasks of the 
unitary constitution of 1798, and one that was essential to its objectives, was 
to dissolve these provincial. structures. Sweeping plans were drawn up to 
subordinate the new ‘departments’, which were to replace the provinces, to 
‘central authority, render the departments purely administrative entities, and 
abolish old ways of thinking by breaking the links with the former provinces, 
changing their names, and redrawing their boundaries. Accordingly, Hol- 
land. was now divided into three departments. Friesland merged with 
‘Groningen to form the new department of the Ems, States Brabant merged 
with slices of former Holland and Gelderland to create the new North 
Brabant, while Utrecht disappeared, being split between the new department 
of the Rhine (the rump of Gelderland) and that of Texel (North Holland).: 

But these arrangements failed to stick and, after 1801, the regime reverted 
in large part to the old provincial boundaries. Still more important, 
subordination to central authority was more in name than reality and much 
of the judicial and fiscal machinery for. the moment remained in the hands 
of patricians and nobles who were not infrequently the same men who had 
run the provincial administrations before 1795. The: ‘turmoil of revolution 
has left Dutch society in a remarkably orderly state’, noted an English 
visitor in 1800, amazed that the devices and legends on the coins and seals 
‘of the old Republic were still current, and not least that the Revolt against 
Spain, despite the two centuries that had elapsed in the mean time, was still 
so basic to the political outlook of the common people that its events were 
being ‘related and dwelt on with all the minuteness and circumstantiality of 
recent events’.” 
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- Another fundamental characteristic of the old Republic incompatible with 
the new was a high degree of civic autonomy. If the revolutionary ideology 
and centralizing aims of the Batavian Republic meant anything in practical 
terms,.there had to be a sweeping away of the old-style, regent-dominated 
municipalities. Yet, for the time being, this did not happen. Until. 1805-6 
the city governments, not least the Amsterdam vroedschap, were largely 
successful in retaining control of the burghers’ militias, taxation, justice, and 
much else. In Amsterdam the city council even readopted the old symbolic 
number of thirty-six seats. 

Yet another priority of the Batavian Revolution was to detach the 
Reformed Church from its special status and close links with the State, 
ending: the .exclusion of the non-Reformed from office-holding and civic 
government and their lower status in the militias, guilds, and universities. 
The Dutch Catholic population were indeed one of the mainsprings of the 
Batavian Revolution and no contrast between the revolutionary upheavals 
in north and south, in the 1790s, is more striking than the fact that while 
the Belgian populace largely shunned the Revolution imported from France, 
in the north, the Catholic. population (despite the efforts of some Dutch 
priests to: discourage revolutionary sentiment)‘ strongly supported the 
assault on the old regime. Following the radical coup early in 1798, a 
number of senior Catholic officials emerged. But here too the Revolution 
was largely frustrated by subsequent developments. Catholics tended to 
disappear again from the higher administration after 1798. There was little 
attempt to redistribute the country’s large churches, church. schools, and 
other properties, the bulk of which were in Reformed hands. The consider- 
able leverage, and favoured position, of the Reformed, in the distribution 
of poor relief, remained largely intact. If Catholics, Mennonites, and Jews 
‘were now emancipated in theory, this was not yet the case in fact. Even 
centra] government’s plan that in Amsterdam the Jews—who now formed 
about 11 per cent of the city’s population—should serve alongside others in 
the citizens’ militia was firmly blocked by the vroedschap.* 

Given that the war was paralysing the Republic’s commerce, shipping, 
and fisheries, that there was widespread resentment against the French 
troops and their requisitions, and that, more generally, the revolutionary 
war against the European monarchies appeared to be going badly in the late 
1790s, orderly conditions held up remarkably well. The resurgence of 
Orangist sentiment remained limited. Encouraged by. the: successes. of the 
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coalition ranged against France, both the British government and the exiled 
Stadholder began actively planning. the restoration of the old Republic; 
under the: House of Orange, during 1798, and it was at that time that the 
scheme of merging Belgium with the north Netherlands to form a solid 
bulwark against both France; and revolutionary republican ideology, was 
first mooted in London. An Anglo-Russian-Orangist invasion force was 
prepared. William V established his headquarters in Lingen; summoning the 
Dutch people to rise against their oppressors and restore the old Republic 
under the stadholderate. There were perfunctory attempts to rise in the east, 
effortlessly suppressed by the citizens’ militias. However, when the British 
fleet landed 24,000 allied soldiers, mostly crack British troops, at the tip of 
the North Holland peninsula, the Republic was plunged in turmoil.. Most 
of what remained of the Dutch navy mutinied, ran up the Orange flag, and 
surrendered. The invasion force, under: Sir Ralph Abercromby, occupied 
Hoom, Enkhuizen, and Alkmaar and began to advance towards Haarlem 
and Amsterdam. But there were few defections from the Batavian army and 
surprisingly restricted support among the population. Abercromby noted 
that even the best disposed ‘will mount an Orange cockade and no more’.’ 
The Franco-Dutch army, though’ no more numerous than: the invaders, 
proved firmer than expected and, on 6 October 1799, defeated the British in 
a battle at Castricum, near Alkmaar. Abercromby fell back and, shortly 
after, the invasion was abandoned, the troops re-embarking for. England. : 
The Batavian Republic was severely handicapped from the outset by the 
economic collapse and steep rise in poverty and distress. Yet the stability 
and resilience of Dutch society remained largely intact, as did much of the 
‘traditional fabric of social control, education, welfare, and church life. It is 
true that in both town and countryside there was:a noticeable upsurge of 
crime and vagrancy and also.of drunkenness—the gin distilleries were the 
only booming industry in the country apart from prostitution. Yet Amster- 
dam’s prison population remained remarkably small by English standards, 
there were few executions for murder and armed robbery, and, for the most 
part, the streets remained both safe and clean. Assuredly, a British observer 
commented, in 1800, the form of the old Republic ‘ought to be reverenced 
for its effects on the private and domestic institutions of life’,* noting that 
the ‘condition of servants in general throughout the United. provinces is 
much superior to that of the same useful class of people in England’. A few 
years later, the Italian official Mattheo Galdi, who had acquired a detailed 
® Kossmann, The Low Countries, 102. 
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knowledge of the Batavian Republic, judged Dutch society a model of 
human progress and .orderly conditions, a standard for the..whole of 
Napoleonic Europe.’ 


ABOLISHED BY NAPOLEON 


How and why then did the Batavian Republic collapse barely a decade after 
its birth? Essentially, it was crushed beneath the inexorable pressures of 
global war, caught between the irresistible force of Napoleon and the 
immovable object of British power. 

At sea, and in the colonial sphere, Britain swept all before her. Shortly 
after his flight to Britain, William V had been persuaded to sign the so-called 
Circular Note of Kew (February 1795), ordering Dutch colonial: governors 
not to resist the British and place their forts, harbours, and ships at Britain’s 
disposal. Few. colonial authorities obeyed, but many were confused and 
demoralized by the orders, creating a predicament heightened by the fact 
that in all the colonies, and especially Surinam and Curagao, both official- 
dom and the colonists were bitterly divided into Patriot. and Orangist 
factions. The governors of..Malacca, Amboina, and west Sumatra, in 
compliance with Kew, capitulated without a fight. Cochin surrendered after 
a brief bombardment. The rest of the Dutch enclaves in southern India were 
quickly overrun. In February 1796, the British completed their conquest of 
Dutch Ceylon. By the end of the 1790s the Republic’s East India empire and 
trade were crushed and paralysed. 

British forces captured South Africa (which was largely pro-Patriot and 
anti-British) in September 1795. The colony was returned to the Republic 
under the treaty of Amiens (1802) but then re-annexed by Britain in 1806. 
Surinam and the west Guyana colonies were conquered in 1799, the latter 
‘being permanently absorbed, along with Ceylon, the Dutch enclaves in 
south India, and South Africa, into the British empire, Surinam being 
eventually returned to the new Kingdom of the Netherlands, in 1814. 
Curacao, occupied by Britain in.1800, was also returned in 1814. The last 
act in the dismemberment of the Dutch empire was the British conquest of 
Java;in 1811. 

Dutch shipping and the overseas trading system were devastated. The 
former dockyards and wharfs of the VOC at Middelburg, Rotterdam, 
Hoorn, and Enkhuizen were all shut down in 1803. The slump in Zeeland 
was so severe that by 1808 practically every shipyard, industrial mill, and 
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sizeable workshop inthe province had ‘beeh closed. The population: of 
Middelburg shrank from 20,000, -in 1795, to only 13,000 by 1815. By 1797, 
the Enkhuizen herring fishery, in the seventeenth century. the largest of all 
the herring fleets, had been reduced to one-fifth of its size in 1700 and, by 
1810, had virtually ceased to exist. The long-term decline of the Republic’s 
cities, in progress since 1688 and the onset of the Nine Years War, 
everywhere intensified: Leiden’s population fell from about.31,000—roughly 
half the level of 1688—to only 28,500, Haarlem’s. from ‘21,000 to 17,500, 
Delft’s from 9,500 to 7,500, and. Amsterdam’s—the.only European metro- 
polis to be shrinking—from about 200,000: to 180,000. Gin production 
expanded—the number of distilleries at Schiedam rose from 120 in 1775; to 
220 by 1792 and 260 by 1798—but almost nothing else did. Even the 
manufacture of tobacco pipes. at Gouda slumped disastrously, by some 
two-thirds, between 1790 and 1804." 

Yet it was ultimately the political, rather than the economic, realities of 
‘the situation which led to the. aborting: of: the Republic. After Napoleon 
proclaimed himself Emperor of the French,: in: 1804, .the regime in France 
no longer looked with favour on the persistence of republican forms ‘and 
attitudes amongst the satellite states. As the dimensions, and cost, of the war 
against the European monarchies ranged against France grew, so the 
temptation to reduce the allies to pliable auxiliaries, under tight French 
‘control, increased. The end of the Batavian Republic, in all but name, came 
with the coup d'état of 1805, which sprang, essentially, from Napoleon’s 
exasperation with what he regarded as the Republic’s poor co-operation 
with France not only in the raising of men and money, for the war, but also 
in the enforcing of the continental economic blockade: against Britain. 
(During these years, there was indeed a lively trade being carried in neutral 
bottoms, between the Republic and Britain.) The Emperor: required closer 
collaboration, radical fiscal reform combined with a larger yield, and, as an 
inevitable prerequisite of both of these, a. unified administration, and. was 
determined to have his way. Over the winter of 1804-5, a new regime was 
installed at The Hague, headed by that veteran champion of the republican 
concept: Rutger Jan Schimmelpenninck (see p. 1104 above). He now 
became the last Grand Pensionary of the Batavian Republic. The plebiscite 
held to approve the new unitarist constitution of 1805 elicited an astound- 
ingly small turn-out—only 14,000 voters.agreed; scarcely anyone. bothered 
to oppose. o 
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Yet, even now a thread of continuity with the past remained. Schimmel- 
penninck, who had by: no means abandoned his earlier republican convic- 
tions, saw himself as in some way the champion of the traditions of the old 
Republic as well as of 1795. The reforms. of 1805-6 marked a true 
watershed; however, sweeping away finally the structures of the past. This 
rapidly. became evident in every sphere of national life. The Republic’s tax 
system, under the skilful management of I. J. A. Gogel (1765-1821), another 
Patriot veteran and revolutionary, was thoroughly overhauled. The new 
general tax law ruled out provincial variations, and municipal taxes, except 
where provided for by national laws, abolished the excises on many 
foodstuffs, the basis of the old system, shifting the emphasis to progressive, 
direct taxation on the middling and richer strata of society, assessed on the 
basis of property and wealth.” Provincial and civic autonomy were liquida- 
ted, the 1805 law on local government depriving the municipalities of the 
power to introduce any economic or financial regulations on their own 
initiative. The power of the guilds was severely curtailed. At the same time, 
central government was strengthened and streamlined. 

But the Schimmelpenninck regime of 1805-6 was not only a crucial 
watershed, it was living on borrowed time, a short but decisive transition 
phase which was, in many ways (apart from its republican rhetoric), a 
precursor of the monarchy of Louis Bonaparte imposed by the Emperor in 
March 1806. There had been rapid and fundamental change since 1804. But 
Napoleon wanted a Dutch regime which would respond fully to his 
requirements, strategic, naval, logistical, and economic, rather than one 
which put Dutch interests first, as had that of Schimmelpenninck and Gogel. 
And so the Republic was abolished and a monarchy put in its place. Yet the 
policies of the Schimmelpenninck regime had created a framework for a 
unitary state, suppressing most of the features of the old Republic; and these 
now became the policies of the monarchy of Louis Bonaparte. The further 
reform of local government, in 1807, finally reduced the ‘departments’ to the 
status of mere administrative organs, stripping local élites of all power and 
influence and eliminating what was left of civic and village autonomy. The 
legal code promulgated in 1809 had been in preparation since 1804; it swept 
away the departmental ‘high courts’, creating, for the first time in Dutch 
history, an integrated judicial system. The guilds were formally abolished in 
1808. Indeed, in these years, practically every typical feature of the old 
Republic was finally erased, and consciously so. As a potent expression of 
his purpose, and the transformation he was resolved to carry through, Louis 
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Bonaparte moved his royal court from The Hague, the political centre of 
the United Provinces,'to Utrecht, in the autumn of 1807. Soon he moved it 
again, to Amsterdam. No less resonant with symbolic significance, : the 
Amsterdam city council, obliged to make way for him, vacated its great and 
famous building, the epitome in architecture of the republican spirit of the 
pre-1795 regime. In 1808, the Amsterdam Town Hall, for so long-the chief 
bastion of the Holland. regents, became the. royal palace.. The Dutch 
Republic was no more. 
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Jews 658, 1027 

population 622, 696 

and the Revolt 150, 192 

Arnhem (quarter of Gelderland; also called 
the Veluwe) 200-1, 283, 384, 427, 545, 
596, 616-17, 621-2, 634, 643, 706, 719, 
729, 964-7, 1107 

Arnoldi, Henricus (early 17th cent.), 
Reformed preacher 500, 501, §03, 638 

Arras (Artois) 194, 782 

bishopric 74 

art of the Dutch Golden Age: 

first phase (1590-1621) 547-59 

second phase (1621-45) 559-4, 863-4, 
875 

third phase (1645-72) 864-81 

fourth phase (1672-1720) 796, 878, 
881-8, 1051-2 

art as political propaganda 439, 460, 549, 
563-4 

artists, as social group 121, 350-1, 397, 
548-9, 551 

affluence 350-1 
and commercial conjuncture 559, 796, 
881-2 
pressure to specialize 555-9, 561-2 
Saint Lucas guilds 121, 878 
Artois 21, 37, §29, 782 
population 15 
strategic significance 56, 782 
taxation 55 

Aruba (Dutch Antilles) 934, 951 

asiento, slaving (Spanish America) 944-6, 
969, 975 
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Ath (Hainault) 782, 860 

atheism 584-5, 692, 697 

atmometer 1042 

Augustinians 82 

Aurelius, Cornelius (c.1460-1531), humanist 
scholar 44, 53, 57-8 

Avaux, Jean-Antoine de Mesmes, comte d’ 
‘(1640-1709), French diplomat 829, 
831, 833, 835, 839-40, 844, 846-8, 852 

Aylva, Frisian noble family 338, 340, 772, 
1082 

Aysma, Hessel, president of Hof of 
Friesland (1578-87) 223, 229 

Aytona, Don Francisco de Moncada, 
marqués de, governor-general of the 
Spanish Neths. (1633-4) 511, 740 


Baburen, Dirk van (¢.1594-1624), artist 
558, 559 
Backhuysen, Ludolf (1631-1708), marine 
painter 875, 878, 1052 
bacteria 906 
bakers’ guilds 120, 1008 
baljuws (district magistrates) 38, 110, 284, 
703-4, 761, 827, 963 
Baltic trade 16, 18, 111, 317, 334, 496, 532, 
617-18, 634, 1000-2, 1005 
banking and finance 127, 796, 881, 1003 
see also Antwerp, finance 
bannerheren, of Gelderland 31, 67-9, 141, 
150, 200, 208, 283 
Bantam, sultanate of (Java) 322, 830, 936, 939 
barges, passenger 2, 871, 924 
Barlaeus, Caspar (1584-1648), humanist 
scholar 574-5, 577-8, 580 
Barrefelt, Hendrik Jansen van (mid-16th 
cent.), Familist leader 98 
Barrier fortresses, Dutch (see Map 14) 616, 
745, 825, 831, 853, 969, 973-4, 976, 
978-9, 996, 1081, 1094 
Barrier Treaty (1709) 973-4 
Bartolotti, Amsterdam merchant family 
345, 347-8 
Basnage, Jacques (1653-1723), Huguenot: 
érudit 1038-9 
Batavia (Jakarta): 
‘founding 323-5 
garrison 324, 939 
population 324, 627 
Reformed consistory 680, 954 
religious toleration 951~4, 1058 
VOC institutions 323-4, 679-80, 946-9, 
1059 
Batavian Myth 3, 57-8, 1086 
in art 879 
in humanist scholarship 44, 53, 57 
in 17th cent. Dutch politics 422, 445 
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Batenburg, county of (see Map 4) 67, 69, 
141, 146, 149, 341, 887 

Batenburg, Jan van (d. 1537), Anabaptist 
leader 89-90 

Batenburgers, see Anabaptism 

Baudartius, Wilhelmus (1565-1640), 
Reformed preacher and historian 427, 
$70 

Bayle, Pierre (1647-1706), ‘philosopher of 
Rotterdam’ 3, 665, 675-6, 858, 924, 
931-2, 1038-42, 1046 

Beaufort, Lieven Ferdinand de (1675-1730), 
anti-Orangist writer 995 

Beaumont, Simon van (1574-1654), 
pensionary of Middelburg (1611-34) 
493, 508, 514, $18, $25 

Beeckman, Isaac (1588-1637), scientist 574, 
578, 583, 584 

Beeldenstorm (Iconoclastic Fury) (1566) 
148-52, 170, 173, 415 

Beemster Polder (see Map 2) 334, 350 

beer excises 285, 291, 614, 1001, 1008 Table 


44 
beer production and breweries 18, 108, 119, 
437, 626 
in 18th cent. 1001, 1008-9 
Beggars (Gueux) 145-6, 148, 161, 170-4 
Genevan Beggars 426 
Mud-Beggars 438 
Politique Beggars 426 
see also Sea-Beggars 
Bekker, Balthasar (1634-98), Reformed 
theologian 665, 895, 919, 925-32, 1030, 
1032, 1038, 1042 
influence in Germany 932-3 
De Betoverde Weereld (1691) 925-6, 
928, 930-1 
Bengal 942 
Bentheim, county of (see Map 11) 95, 386, 
735, 783 
Arnold II, count of 386 Arnold IV, 
count of 386 
Benthem, Heinrich Willem (late 17th cent.), 
German writer 2-3, 677 
Bentinck, Hans Willem (c. 1649-1709), Ist 
earl of Portland 822, 846, 850-1, 853, 
855-6, 859, 861-2, 886-7, 929, 961 
Bentinck van Rhoon, Willem (1704-74), 
second son of Hans Willem 1068~70, 
1074-5, 1078, 1080-4, 1092-3 
Bentinck van Nijenhuis, Count Carel 
(1708-79) 1083 
Berbice (western Guyana) 934, 950 
Berchem, Nicolaas (1622-74), landscape 
painter 563, 876, 883 
Bergen-op-Zoom (marquisate) (see Map 10) 
297-300, 599 
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Bergen-op-Zoom (town): 
garrison 238, 264-6, 300, 614, 616 
population 309, 614, 629 
siege (1588) 233-4 (1622) 483-4, 497 
(1747) 1069-70 
and States of Brabant 225, 711 
Bergeyck, Jan van Brouchoven, count of 
(1644-1725), govt. minister in Brussels 
743-4, 976-8 
Bergh, county of (see Map 4) 68, 107, 238, 
262, 341, 385-6 
Bergh, counts Van den 68-9, 386-7 
Hendrik, commander of army of 
Flanders (1628-30) 262, 386, 391,°515 
Willem (late 16th cent.) 172, 177 
Berlaymont, Gilles de, see Hierges 
Bernard, Jean-Frédéric (1683-1744), 
Huguenot writer 1040, 1048 
Bertius, Petrus (1565-1628), Remonstrant 
scholar 577 
Beuningen, Van, Amsterdam regent family: 
Coenraad (1622-93) 395, 694, 781-2, 
784, 790, 793, 831, 836, 907, 947 
Geurt Dircksz. (1565-1633) 345, 346 
Beverland, Adriaan van (1650-1716), 
libertine writer 684, 932, 1048 
Beverningk, Hieronymus van (1614-90), 
Gouda regent 722-3, 731, 735, 755; 
772, 801, 838, 880 
Beverweerd, Lodewijk van Nassau, heer van 
(c.1600-65), illeg. son of Maurits 723, 
732, 793 
Beyeren, Abraham van (c.1620-90), still-life 
painter 875 
Bibliotheca Fratrwn Polonorum, collection of 
Socinian writings published at Amsterdam 
(8 parts, 1656-92) 912-13, 915 
Bibliothéque angloise, Amsterdam periodical 
(from 1717) 1047 
Bicker, Amsterdam regent family: 
Andries (1586-1652) 494, 500, $45, 
601-2, 604, 607, 702 
Cornelis (1592-1654) 604, 607 
Gerrit (1554-1604) 345 
Biesman, Christoffel (early 17th cent.) 
Nijmegen burgomaster 427 
Bijlevelt, Joan van (c.1671-1727), Catholic 
Vicar Apostolic 1035-6 
bishoprics: 
before ‘New Bishoprics’ scheme, 74-6 
‘New Bishoprics’ (see Map 6) 74, 100-1, 
141-4, 165-6, 169 
Black Death 14-15 
Black Legend, of Spanish cruelty 162, 18s, . 
210 
Bleyswijk, Pieter van, Pensionary of 
Holland (1772-87) 455, 1093, 1097 
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Blocklandt, Anthonie van, artist $48, $51 

Bloemaert, Abraham (1564-1651), artist 
550-1, 557-8 

Blois de Treslong, Willem (1529-94), Beggar 
leader 149, 171 

Blokzijl (Overijssel; Vollenhove Quarter) 
655, 914, 1023, 1028 

Blotius, Hugo (1533-1608), court librarian 
to Maximilian ff 271 

Bocholt, conference of (1536), Anabaptist 
gathering 89 

Bodegrave (Holland) 476, 798 

Bodley, Sir Thomas (d. 1613), English 
diplomat 234, 236, 245, 288, 303 

Boekzaal van Europe, Rotterdam periodical 
(57 issues, 1692-1702) 674, 924-5, 
928-9, 932 

Boerhaave, Herman (1668-1738), professor 
of medicine 923-4, 1043-4, 1050, 1060 

Boé Sylvius, Francois de le (1614-72), 
professor of medicine 877, 902 

Bohemian Revolt (1618-20), and the Dutch 
271, 465-6, 469, 471, 475, 479, 483 

Bol, Ferdinand (1616-80), artist 351, 869, 
878, 880 

Bolsward (Friesland) 177-8, 190, 201, 207 

bonds, provincial (renten), and Holland’s 
public debt 132-3, 756, 818-19, 843, 
986, 1007-8, 1016 

book-bumings, under Charles V 79-80 

Boot, Adriaen, drainage engineer (early 
17th cent.) 272 

Borch, Gerard ter (1617-81), genre painter 
§64, 878, 880, 1052 

Borculo, lordship of (see Map 4), under 
Miinster (before 1616) 70, 75, 141, 262 

claimed by Minster (1616-74) 733, 735, 
766, 785, 813 
religious struggle in 385-7 

Boreel, Adam (1603-65), Collegiant leader 
587-91, 913 

Boreel, Middelburg regent family 159 

Boreelists, Collegiant group §87—-90, 654, 
913 

Bors van Waveren, Gerard (1630-93), 
Amsterdam burgomaster 855-6 

Bosch, Hieronymus (c.1450-1516), artist 47, 
78-9 

Bossu, Maximilien de Henin, comte de 
(1542-78), royal Stadholder of 
Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht 
(1§67-73) 167, 172-3, 174-5, 182, 
188-91, 302 

Boswell, James (d. 1795) 1011, 1015, 1045, 
1050 

botany §72, 907-8, 1043 

Both, Jan (1615-52), landscape painter 876 
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Both, Pieter, first governor-general of 
Dutch East Indies (1609-14) 322, 323-4 
Bouchorst, Nicolaas van der, heer van 
Wimmenum (early 17th cent.), presides: 
over Holland ridderschap after 1618 
451-2, 466, 472, 480, 485, 493, 508-9, 
518, 24-5, 527, 531, 538-9 
Boulainvilliers, Henri, comte de 
(1658-1722), French Spinozist 1048-9 
Bouman, Elias (1635-86), architect 867, 
869 
Bourbon Succession: 
in Spain 862, 969, 972-3, 975 
in Spanish Neths. 969, 973, 976-8 
Bourtange (Westerwolde) 252, 264-6 
Bouts, Dieric (d. 1475), artist 22-3, 47 
Bouwens, Lenaert (1515-82), Mennonite 
leader 93, 396-7 
Boyle, Robert (1627-91) 1041, 1047 
Boyne, The, Battle of (1690) 853, 855 
Brabant, duchy of: 
agriculture 106-7, 110-11, 742, 984-5 
under Burgundians (1404-82) 12, 14-16, 
18-19, 22-3, 28 
under Habsburgs 29-31, 34, 55-6, 170 
population 15, 412, 1087 
and the Revolt 159-60, 170, 178-9, 
186-8, 193-203, 206, 209-14 
States of 29-31, 170, 202, 209, 211-12, 
216, 218, 224-5, 300, 519, 742, 1057, 
1116 
Brabants, branch of Dutch language 72-3, 


461 

Brandt, Gerard (1626-85), Remonstrant 
historian and poet 564 

Bray, Salomon de (1597-1664), 
artist-architect 554, 865, 870, 872. 

Brazil, Dutch colonization of northern 
captaincies (1630-54) 326-7, 475, 478, 
536, 716, 934-5, 954-5 

as political issue, in Dutch domestic 

politics (1645-61) 521-3, 598, 605, 
691, 753-4, 757-8; in Dutch- 
Portuguese relations (1654-68) 738, 
757-8; in Dutch-Spanish negotiations :: 
(1630-48), 518-19, 521, 540 

bread prices 437, 532, 536, 598, 631-3, 716, 
934-5, 954-5 

Breda (barony) (see Map 10) 26, 77; 
298-300, 484, 520, 527, 535, 599-601 

Breda (town) (Brabant) 77, 532, 534, 
JIO-1I, IIIT 

Catholicism (after 1590) 379, 387-8, 

600-1 


drost 299-300, §31, 535, 600 
early Protestantism 104, 141 
economic life 614-15 
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garrison 242, 264-6, 300, 485, 614, 616 
and House of Orange-Nassau 26, 139, 
141, 157, 162, 298-300, 533-4, 546, 
574, 600 
peace talks (March-July 1575) 183-4 
and the Revolt 150, 152, 160, 195, 202, 
1117 
siege bi 624-5) 266, 484-5, 489, 497 
under Spain (1581-90 1625-37) 379, 
387-8, 600-1 
Brederode, Van, Holland noble family 19, 
98, 161, 452, 341 
Hendrik (1531-68), the ‘Grand Gueux’ 
94, 145-6, 151-3, 161 
Johan Wolfert (1599-1655) 710, 722-3, 
730 
Reinoud (mid-15th cent.) 27 
Brederode, Lancelot van (mid-17th cent.), 
Socinian writer 913, 916 
Bredevoort 68, 75, 253, 261, 264, 385, 735, 
770, 785, 798, 813 
Bremen, and the Netherlands 81, 273, 311, 
333, 461, 665 
Brés, Guy de (1522-67), Calvinist Reformer 
94, 104 
Breughel, Pieter (1525-69), artist 147 
brewers, in urban patriciates 126-7, 346-7 
bribery and corruption, in government 
701-2, 728, 810-11, 827, 857, 994-5 
Brill (Brielle, or Den Briel) (Holland) 380, ; 
438, 443, 452, 801, 805, 493 
English garrison 228-9, 238 
and the Revolt 149, 160, 170-1 
Broekhoven, Jacob van (early 17th cent.), 
Leiden regent 443, 458, 506 
Bronckhorst-Batenburg, counts of 20, 67-9, 
149, 177, 283 
Bronckhorst-Borculo, Count Joost van 
(mid-16th cent.) 386 
Bruges (Brugge) (Flanders): 
(before 1572) 16, 22-3, 29-31, 56, 
113-16, 124, 349 
(after 1609) 527-8, 778, 780-1 
(after 1702) 976-8, 983-4 
Calvinism 104, 194, 196 
canal system 513, 597, 974, 978, 1088 
Counter-Reformation 388 
economy (after 1584) 399, 414, 419, 976, 
IOII-12, 1089 
population 12, 14, 114, 308, 1012 
and the Revolt 159, 194, 214 
Brugghen, Hendrik ter (1588-1629), genre 
painter 558-9, 878 
Brune, Johan de, Pensionary of Zeeland. 
(1649-58) 707, 713 
Brunswick, Christian, duke of (1 599-1626) 
483 


Index 


Brunswick (Braunschweig-Wolfenbittel), 
Ludwig Emst, duke of 1080-1, 1083-4, 
1090, 1092-3, 1095, 1097 

Brussels 16, 22-3, 31, 113-16, 159, 982 

(after 1702) 976-7, 982, 1056 
art and architecture 416-17, 747-8, 
981-2, 1090 
Burgundian court 22-3, 982 
Calvinism 104, 159, 196, 213 
opera 982 
population 12, 14, 114, 1012 
stagnation (after 1659) 743, 1011-12 
riots (1717-19) 980-1 
and the Revolt 168, 178, 187, 194-6, 
213 
and revolution of 1787-90 1116-17, III9 
Buat conspiracy, the (1666) 775-6, 787 
Bucer, Martin (1491-1551), German 
. Reformer 84-5, 92, 102 

bulk-carrying traffic 16, 18-19, 117-18, 

610-12, 618, 622~3, 998, 1000-2 
structural limitations 308, 310, 315-17, 
1016 

bureaucratization, in the Habsburg Neths. 
35-8, 69, 71-2, 129-30, 138-9, 144-5 

Buren, county of (see Map 4) 34, 67, 68-9, 
71, 107, 341, 438, 534, 546 

Burgundy, House of 21-8, 32-3, 125, 167, 
209, 218 

Burman, Frans (1628-79), Reformed 
theologian 664 

butter tax riots (June 1624) 484 

Buyck, Joost (1505-88), Amsterdam 
burgomaster 127 

Buys,. Paulus, Advocate of Holland 
(1572-84) 174, 214, 220, 223, 239, 455 

Buytewech, Willem (1591-1624), artist 558 

Bye, Joris de, treasurer-general of 
Generality (1587-1628) 294 


Cabeljauwen, late medieval Holland 
party-faction 19-21, 23, 2, 27 
Cadiz, Dutch trade with 611, 622, 772, 969 
Cadzand (Flanders) 257, 262, 298, 388, 629 
Calvin, Jean 102, 104 
Calvinism: 
Dutch churches in exile (before 1572) 
101-4, 146, 163-4 
in Germany (north-west) 101-2, 251-2, 
386-7, 890, 893, 1029 
see also Cocceianism; Confessio Belgica; 
Counter-Remonstrantism; 
crypto-Protestantism; Dutch Reformed 
Church; Further Reformation; 
Voetianism 
Cambrai, bishopric 74, 781 
Camper, Petrus (1722-89), scientist 1050 
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Campen, Jacob van (1595-1657), architect 
and painter 486, 553-4, 564, 865, 

867-8, 870, 872, 881 
Camperdown (Kamperduin), Battle of (Oct. 
1797) 1124 
Canary Islands, Dutch trade with 714-15 
Cape Town (South Africa) 938, 1059-60 
see also South Africa 
Capelle, Jan van de (c.1626-79), marine 
painter 350 
Capellen, Alexander van der (early 17th 
cent.), member of Zutphen ridderschap 
545, 606, 607, 712 
Capellen, Gerlach van der (1543-1625), 
Chancellor of Gelderland 444, 45! 
Capellen tot den Pol, Joan Dirk (1741-84), 
Patriot leader 1085-6, 1096, 1098-9, 
1102~3, IT10, 1113 
captaincy-general of the Union (office) 305, 
ie 703, 707, 709-10, 720, 791-2, 794, 
17 
Cardinal-Infante, Don Fernando de 
Austria, governor-general of the 
Spanish Netherlands (1634-41) §28-30, 
534, 540-1, 740 
Caribbean, Dutch trade with, (before 1621) 
313-14, 408-9 (after 1648), 610-12, 
715» 752, 754, 766, 935-6 
Carleton, Sir Dudley (1573-1632), English 
ambassador at The Hague (1616-24) 
294, 358, 418, 435, 442-3, 445-6, 
451-2, 454, 466-9, 472-3, 480-4, 557 
Carlos II, king of Spain (1665-1700) 861-2, 
969, 974, 979 
Cartesianism, in Dutch Golden Age 583-7, 
667-8, 693, 697, 790, 889-99, 903, 916, 
1044-5 
Friesland 895, 898-9 
German-Dutch border territories 890, 
893, 916 
Groningen 890, 895-6 
Leiden 586, 890-1, 893-4, 896-8, 928 
Leuven 746 
Utrecht 584, 890, 894, 896, 898 
Cassel, Battle of (April, 1677) 822-3 
Castel-Rodrigo, Don Francisco de Moura, 
marqués de, governor-general of 
Spanish Neths. (1664-8) 741, 780 
Castricum, Battle of (6 Oct. 1799) 1126 
Cateau-Cambrésis, treaty of (1559) 137 
Catholic Church in the Neths. before 1572, 
74-9, 108-9, 141-4, 176 
Catholic Church, in United Provinces, see 
Missio Hollandica 
Cats, Jacob, Pensionary of Holland 
(1629-31 1636-52) 455, 509, 518, $27, 
531, 546, 706, 748, 871, 886 
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cattle epidemics 1004 
Cayenne (colonized by Dutch; 1615-32 
1634-5 1658-64) 779-80 
censorship of books and pamphlets, in 
Dutch Golden Age: 
erotic 683-4 
political 439, 495-6, 718, 786, 788, 
816-17 
philosophical-theological 439, 495-6, 584, 
587, 718, 746, 786, 788-90, 816-17, 911, 
913, 915-16, 920-1, 923, 930-1 
Ceylon 534, 536, 738, 936, 948, 953-4, 
1058, 1097, 1127 
Dutch garrisons, 939, 1127 
governors, 948-9, 1082 
Chalons, René de (1519-44), Prince of 
Orange (1538) 37, 139, 302 
Chambers of Rhetoric (Rederijkerskamers) 
99, 122, 148, 454, 476 
Charleroi 820, 824, 860, 974, 984 
Charles Alexandre of Lorraine, governor of 
the Austrian Neths. (1741-80) 982-3, 
1054-5, 1089 
Charles I, king of England (1625-49) 272, 
537, 538, 544 
Charles II, king of England (1660-85) 720, 
729, 748-57, 766-74, 784-5, 794, 796, 
812-13, 824 
Charles V (1500-58), ruler of the Neths. 
(1506-55), king of Spain (1516-56) 
34-5, 56, 58-72, 75; 229, 385 
abdicates 135-6 
combats heresy 48, 71, 79, 80-4, 
99-100; see also Plate 1 
conflict with France 60, 63, 64, 131, 133 
Holy Roman Emperor (1519-56) 35, 
103, 136, 139 
institutional reforms in the Neths. 35-9, 
71-2, 128-9, 130, 133-5, 300, 302 
18th cent. views of 1086, 1098, 1102 
Charles the Bold (1433-77), duke of 
Burgundy (1467-77) 27, 32, 55, 75 
child labour 355-6, 631, 1014 
chiliasm 588-9 
Christian IV, king of Denmark—Norway 
(1577-1648) 406, 463, 499, 543, 555 
Christina (1626-89), Queen of Sweden 
(1632-54), in Spanish Neths. 746-7 
Citters, van, Middelburg regent family 963 
Willem (1723-1802) 1093 
Claesz., Pieter (1597-1660), still-life painter 
60 
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Claudius Civilis, see Batavian Myth 

clay pipe industry, see Gouda 

Cleves (Kleve), duchy of 64, 68, 333-4, 389, 
407, 484, 529, 731, 783, 797, 901, 970, 
1005 
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Anabaptism 88-9, 397 
Calvinism 407, 463, 664 
Catholicism (after 1614) 389, 418, 652, 
1022, 1037 
clocks: 
pendulum 904 
public 869 
Clusius, Carolus (1526-1609), botanist 271, 
$72, 575 
coal-mining, in Wallonia 1088-9 
Cobenzl, Karl Johann Philipp (1712-70), 
govt. minister in Brussels 1054-7 
Cobergher, Wensel, architect 416 
Cocceianism 660-9, 693, 697-8, 810, 
838-40, 857, 896-9, 916, 920, 928, 
1030-2 
Friesland 665, 667-8, 821, 898-9, :1038 
‘Green’ Cocceians 668 
and Patriot Revolution 1107, 1110 
Zeeland 819-20, 1030-1 
Cocceius, Johannes (1603-69), Reformed 
theologian 625, 662-3, 666, 890-1, 893, 
896, 898, 910, 916, 919, 927, 931-2, 
103! 
Cock, Theodorus de (1650-1720), Catholic 
Vicar-general 1035 
Cockayne Project 406 
Codde, Pieter, Catholic Vicar-general 
(1689-1704) 1034-5 
Coehoorn, Menno van (1641-1704), 
military engineer and general 616, 1101 
Coen, Jan Pietersz., governor-general of 
Dutch East Indies (1619-23 and 
1627-9) 323-4 
Coevorden (Drenthe), strategic significance . 
(see Maps 7 and 9) 233, 243-5, 247, 
251~2, 264-6, 807 
economy 614, 621 
Cochin, see Malabar 
coffee, 691, 945, 1001, 1008, 1015 
coinage: 
under Habsburgs 39, 209 
under Republic 209, 295, 369 
Colbert, Jean-Baptiste (1619-83) 2, 779-80, 
860 
Coligny, Louise de (1555-1620), fourth wife 
of William the Silent 246, 459, 486 
Collateral Councils (Brussels) 35-7, 136, 
139-41, 976, 983 
Collegiants 395, 588, 640, 654, 672, 804, 
911-14, 919 
Collegium Trilingue (Leuven) 50 
Cologne (archbishopric) 75 
Cologne (city) 783-4, 812 
immigration of south Netherlands 
refugees 311, 330, 397, 417 
peace talks (1579) 205 
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Cologne (electorate): 
allied with France (1672-88) 783-5, 785, 
797, 845 
Counter-Reformation at 79, 81, 95, 366, 
377-8, 386, 418, 471 
War of (1583-8) 386, 417 
Commelin, Johannes (1629-92), -Amsterdam 
regent botanist 907, 1043 
commerce, see Baltic trade, bulk-carrying 
traffic, ‘rich trades’: 
Compagnie van Verre 319 
Compromise, Petition of (1566) 145-6, 
1$1-3 
Confessio Belgica (Netherlands Confession) 


(Calvinist) 104, 394, 422, 425, 427, 448, 


462, 661 

Connixloo, Gillis van (1544-1607), land- 
scape painter $50, 558 

consistories, Reformed 102, 104, 161, 
367-8, 371, 436, 455, 599, 601, 681, 
685, 692-3, 697-8, 761-2, 927-9 

oppose new scientific and philosophical 

ideas 583, 587, 666-7, 697; see also 
Amsterdam, Leiden, Middelburg and 
Utrecht 

Coolhaes, Caspar, liberal Protestant 
preacher 370-1, 373 

Coornhert, Dirk Volckertsz. (1522-90) 
Spiritualist writer and champion of 
toleration 53, 97-9, 158, 165, 203, 364, 
371-3, 500-3, 566-8; 581, 790 

Copernican astronomy, controversies over 
§82-3, 587 

copper industry 349-50 

Coques, Gonzales (c.1618-84), artist 747, 
870 

Cornelisz. van Haarlem, Cornelis 
(1562-1638), artist 549-50, $57 

Coromandel Coast (India) 936-7, 939, 946, 
953, 970, 1058, 1097, 1127 

‘correspondence’, contracts of 837-9, 960, 
1081 

corruption in government 701-2, 810-11, 
826-7, 963, 1074 

Corver, Joan (1628-1716), Amsterdam 
burgomaster 862, 961, 975 

Cosimo III de’ Medici (1642-1723), Grand 
Duke of Tuscany (1670-1723) 358, 
877, 884, 906 

Costa, Uriel da (c.1583-1640), Sephardic 
writer 674-5, 923, 932 

cotton industry 631, 998-9, 1014 

Council of State (Antwerp; 1581-3) 212-14 

Council of State (Brussels) 35-7, 136, 
139-41, 185, 976-7, 983 


Council of State (The Hague), see Raad van. 
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Council of State (Madrid) 497, 605, 742, 


7144 
Council of Troubles (Conseil des Troubles) 
(1567-76) 156-61, 165, 169 
countermarch (tactics) 269-70 
Counter-Reformation 386-9, 414-20, 565, 
745 
Counter-Remonstrance, the (11 March 
1611) 425-6 
Counter-Remonstrantism 382, 393-4, 
422-9, 452-77, 480-2, 487-93 
Court, Pieter de la (1618-85), political 
writer 203, 608, 624, 645, 668, 673-5, 
759-61, 763, 765, 786, 863, 865, 1103-4 
Coymans, Amsterdam merchant family 
345, 347-8, 553-4 
crime and crime prevention 358-9, 678, 
680-2, 984-5, 1126 
Cromwell, Oliver (1599-1658), Lord 
Protector of England (1654-8) 714, 
722, 725, 740 
Croy, de, Walloon noble family 26, 31, 75, 
190, 261 
crypto-Protestantism in Spanish Neths. 
(after 1609) 389, 415, §28 
Culemborg, county of (Gelderland) (see 
Map 4) 68-9, 94, 145-6, 157, 341, 438, 
1037 
Culemborg, Floris I (1537-98), count of 94, 
14§, 149, 222 
Culemborg, Floris II (d. 1639), count of 
493, $25, 527 
Curagao (Dutch Antilles) 934, 950-1 
Catholics 956, 1058 
commerce 327, 936, 943-5, 969 
Jews 944-5, 955-6, 1013, 1025 
Lutherans 956, 1058 
Patriot movement 1061, 1127 
customs administration, of the States 
General (1579-95) 285, 295-6, 509-10, 
635 
convoyen en licenten returns 315 
Cuyck, lordship of (Brabant) (see Map 5) 
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Cuyp, Aelbert (1620-91), artist 562, 877-8 


dairy farming 18, 111-12, 634 

dairy prices 634-5 

Dale, Anthonie van (1638-1708), early 
Enlightenment writer 925, 928, 931 

Damme (Flanders) 498, 780-1, 974 

dancing and dance-schools 662, 693, 696, 
698 

Danzig, and the Netherlands 117, 273, 736 

see also Baltic trade 

Dathenus, Pieter (1531-88), Calvinist 

Reformer 102, 164 
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David-Jorists, Spiritualist sect 89-90, 94, 
97, 98, 102 


deism 638, 640, 1047-9, 1063-4 
Delff, Jacob Willemsz. (c.1550-1601) artist, 


5$2 
Delft (Holland): 
(before 1566) 16, 19, 54, 83-4, 160 
art and architecture 548, 550-1, $53, 
870, 876-7, 880 
breweries 437, 1008 
Catholics (after 1572) 361, 366, 377, 
379-80, 641, 646, 652 
city govt. 442, 493, 509, 606, 805, 1108-9 
decline 1006-9 
East India trade 321, 403 
explosion (1654) 561, 649, 662, 728, 870 
population 114, 116, 309, 328, 621, 
1007, 1128 
Tiots 437, 442, 500, 801-2, 804 
and the Revolt 175-7, 179, 181, 213, 
216-17 
and William III 794, 805, 811, 816, 828, 
830-2, 836, 845-6 
Delftware industry 612, 619, 626, 780, 998, 
1009, 1088 
Delfzijl (Groningen; Fivelingo Quarter): 
strategic significance 208, 244, 262-4 
treaty (1595), 251 
Delvaux, Laurent (1696-1778) sculptor 
1090 
Demerary (western Guyana) 934 
democratic ideas, in Dutch Golden Age 
788, 802-4, 965-6, 989, 1073-7, 1096, 
1102-4, 1106-7, 1113 
Denmark-—Norway, Dutch relations with 
406, 465, 482, 499, 543-4, 623, 626, 
721, 736, 738, 831, 852, 1002 
Dutch-Danish alliance: (1625) 493; 
(1652) 721; (1655-60) 736, 738; (1665), 
772-3 
Descartes, René (1596-1650), and the 
Neths. 3, 4 582-7, 590, 692, 904-5, 917 
Deutz, Amsterdam merchant family 345 
Deventer (Overijssel; Salland Quarter): 
(before 1572) 9, 18-19, 27, 41, 44, 66, 
80-2, 88, 119, 144 
bishopric 144, 165, 205 
Catholics (after 1591) 383-4, 642, 1020, 
1022 
city govt. 127, 965, 1121 
civic militia 207, 965 
gatrison 229, 244 
Illustre School §74, 891 
Jews 658, 1020, 1027 
population 114, 331-3, 1010 
printing 44, 81 
Provincial politics 724, 728, 730, 733-4 
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and the Revolt 158-9, 199, 207, :223, 
229, 386 
Devotio Moderna 41-5, 73 
Dewez, Laurent Benoit (1731-1812), 
architect 1090 
diamond processing 317, 348-9, 631 
Diderot, Denis (1713-84) 1063-4 
Dieu, Louis de, Huguenot theologian 
579-80 
Dijkvelt, Everard van Weede, heer van 
(1626-1702), Utrecht noble and 
confidant of William III 808, 822, 846, 
853, 859, 862, 887, 961 
dikes and flood defences 9-10, 12, 1004 
Doelisten, popular movement in Amsterdam 
(1747-8) 1073-6 
Doesburg (Gelderland), garrison 264-5 
doges, compared with Stadholders 608 
Dokkum (Friesland) 101, 384, 620, 1109 
admiralty college 295-6 
Remonstrantism 384, 426, 464, 654, 1029 
Dordrecht (Holland): 
(before 1572) 16, 19-20, 24-5, 49-50, 79 
anti-Orangism (after 1647) 605-6, 722, 
794, 835-7 
art and architecture 863, 865, 876-8: 
Catholics (after 1572) 361, 366, 536, 
641, 1020 
city govt: 342, 493, 606, 704, 805-6, 
1108-9 


Counter-Remonstrantism 376, 382, 431, 
441, 447, 460, 463 
Jews 658, 1026 
and Leicester 229-30 
‘Old Catholics’ 1037 
opposition to regents 704, 720, 726, 
800-1, 1108 
population 12, 16, 113-16, 308, 328 
precedence in the States 279 
river trade 25, 117, 334, 614, 657, 865 
Spain, favours peace with (1629-48) 
§09, 517, 521-2 
Dorp, van, Holland noble family 340 
Filips (1587-1652), 340 
Frederik (c.1547-1612), 340 
Dou, Gerrit (1613-75), genre painter 350-1, 
§60-1, 750, 877-8, 881, 1051-2 
Douai (Walloon Flanders), annexed to 
France 781 
and the Revolt 150, 160 
university 651 
Dover, secret treaty of (1 June 1670) 784-5 
Downing, Sir George (c.1623-84), English 
diplomat 2, 753, 755-7, 768-9 
Downs, Battle of the (21 Oct. 1639) 537 
drainage of land, in Middle Ages 9-11, 18, 
Il 
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16th cent. 11, ITI 
17th cent. 10-11, 284, 334-6 
techniques exported abroad 272-3 
Drakenstein, Hendrik Adriaen Reede tot 
(c.1636-91), VOC commander 908, 949 
Drakenstein (South Africa) 938, 949 
Drebbel, Cornelis (c. 1572-1633), inventor 905 
Drenthe: 
(before 1591) 55, 60, 62, 64, 66, 103, 
113-14 
(after 1591) 207, 770, 807-8 
agriculture 336-7, 633, 808, 1004 
Catholicism (after 1591) 384, 389, 643, 
1022, 1029 
Delegated States 290 
drost 250-1, 538 
Jews 1027, 1029 
nobility (ridderschap) 108,.250, 258 
population 250, 621, 1029 
provincial institutions 250-1 
provincial quota 286-7, 290 
stadholderate 190, 250, 258, 303-4, 468, 
489, 538-9, 705, 989, 991, 1077 
States 250, 252, 629 
Status 239, 245, 247, 250-I, 710 
and Union of Utrecht 199, 201, 244 
Drusius, Johannes (1550-1616), humanist 
scholar 440, 575 
Duifhuis, Hubert (1531-81), liberal 
Protestant preacher 227, 238, 370-1, 424 
Duijkerius, Johannes (c.1661-1702), 
Spinozist writer 922-3, 928 
Duinrel, gardens 886 
Duisburg (Cleves), Dutch refugee church 
102 university 895, 902, 1042 
Duivenvoorde, Van, Holland noble family: 
Jacob (1509-77), heer van Warmond 158 
Johan (1547-1610) 334, 339-40, 342 
Johan (1576-1645) 452, 512 
DuJardin, Karel (1622-78), landscape 
painter 876, 882 
Dunes, Battle of the (June, 1658) 740 
Dunkirk (Flanders): (before 1583) 16, 117, 
213 (after 1583) 242, 257, 313, $13, 
419, 740 
Privateers 257, 259, 314, 478, 497, 513, 
533, 819° 
Direr, Albrecht 48, 79 
Dury, John (1596-1680), Dutch—-Scottish 
Millenarian §89 
Disseldorf 407, 498, 884, 1052 
Dutch Gift, the (1661) 749-50, 753, 766 
Dutch language, evolution and branches of 
567-9 
see also States Bible 
Dutch Reformed Church (after 1571), 
structure and organization 221-2, 
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226-8, 361-72, 391-4, 422-4, 434-6, 
598-603, 609 
preachers’ salaries 353 
Duyck, Anthonis (1565-1629), Pensionary 
of Holland (1621-9) 454, 455, 472, 
480, 493, S11 
Dyck, Anthonie van (1599-1641), artist: 
417, 486, 534, 747, 885 
dyestuffs and glazes 559-60, 611 


East Friesland 79, 81, 84-6, 93, 95, 251-3, 
258, 260-3, 386, 405, 483, 499 
Calvinism 102-4, 251-2, 479, 1029 
Catholicism (18th.cent.) 1029 
Dutch influence 251-2, 253 
Dutch refugees in (1566-72) 160, 
162-3 
Jews 1029 
population 1029 
Prussia, annexed to 970, 990 
East India trade, Dutch, see VOC 
East India trade, Flemish (Ostend) 743, 
975, 981, 990, 994 
East India trade, French 779-80, 783 
East Indies, Dutch 322-4, 400-2, 408-9, 
413, 473-4, 540-2, 783, 936-9, 1127 
see also Amboina; Bantam; Batavia; 
Ceylon; Coromandel; Malabar; 
Malacca; Ternate; Tidore; Taiwan 
Edam (Holland; North Quarter) 175, 380, 367 
Counter-Remonstrantism 431, 441, 506, 


515 
and States of Holland 175, 722, 791 
Edzard I ‘the Great’, Count of East 
Friesland (1494-1528) 79, 251 
Edzard II, Count of East Friesland 251, 375 
Effen, Justus van (1684-1735), journalist 
1039, 1042, 1064-5 
Egmond, abbey of 76, 152 
Egmond, noble house of 26, 30, 107, 230 
George, archbishop of Utrecht (1535-59) 
63, 75-6 
Jan, count of, Stadholder of Holland 
and Zeeland (1484-1515) 30 
Lamoraal, count of (1523-68) 107, 139, 
144, 153, 156-7 
Philippe, count of (1559-90), governor 
of Artois 190-1 193 
Eindhoven (Brabant; Meierij) 530, 616, 
1026 
Elizabeth I, Queen of England (1558-1603) 
219-20, 222, 227, 229, 233-4, 235-7, 
256, 301 
Elizabeth Stuart (1596-1662), Electress 
Palatine and Queen of Bohemia 465, 
469, 471, 486 
Elmina (Guinea) 934, 951, 1097 
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Emanuele Filiberto (1528-80), duke of 
Savoy, governor-general of the 
Netherlands (1556-9) 135-6, 137 

embargo of trade: 

Leicester’s 225-6, 229, 310 

Philip II's (1585-90) 307, 309, 311, 318 

Philip III’s (1598-1609) 312-13, 319-21, 
399-400, 404 

Philip IV’s (1621-47) 314-15, 478-80, 
496, $33, 543, 713 

Emden (East Friesland): 

Anabaptism 91 

Calvinist Synod (1571) 164 

Dutch garrison (after 1595) 251-2, 260 

New Church 873 

Reformation in 79, 86, 95, 97, 102-3, 
251 

and the Revolt 160, 163-4, 173 

trade 311, 333, 990 

Emmerich (Cleves), Dutch occupation 
(1614-72) 408, 783, 797 

Emmius, Ubbo (1547-1625), Reformed 
theologian and historian 251, 429, $73, 
582 

Ems estuary 9-11 strategic significance. 208, 
244, 252-3, 307, 478, 499, 532 

Enden, Franciscus van den (1602~74), 
freethinker and political writer 787-8, 


916, 923 
Engelbrecht II of Nassau (1451-1504) 29, 
31, 33 
England, Dutch refugee churches 101-3, 160 
English army, in the Republic (1585-8) 220, 
229, 234, 237-8 
English influence, in the Republic, see 
names of individual kings and queens of 
England and Anne of Hannover; see 
also William V, British support for 
Enkhuizen (Holland; West Friesland): 
Catholics (after 1572) 536, 637, 641, 
720, 1020 
commerce and shipping 25, 117, 317-18, 
333, 618 
Counter-Remonstrantism 431, 441, 490, 
492, 506, 515 
decline 317-18, 478, 1006 
herring fishery 317, 497, 1003, 1128 
Orangism (1647-1702) 606, 720, 722, 
726-7, 729, 752, 768, 791, 794 
population 114, 273, 317-18, 328, 
624-5, 1007 
and the Revolt 160-1, 172-3, 175 
riots 484, 720 
Enno II, Count of East. Friesland (1528-40) 
86, 102 
Enno III, Count of East Friesland 
(1599-1625) 258, 260-1, 262 
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Enschede (Overijssel; Twenthe Quarter) 
253, 621, 655, 1022 
entomology 905-6, 1045, 1053 
Episcopius, Simon (1583-1643), 
Remonstrant theologian 425, 427, 430, 
436, 461, 463, 482, 492, $01-5, 512, 
514, 577, 674, 1040 
Erasmus of Rotterdam (c. 1466-1536): 
Christian philosophy of 42, 45-53 
contemporary influence 52-4, 122 
and Dutch humanism 43-5, 47, 53, 82 
iconoclasm 45-6. 
and Judaism 45-6 
leaves the Netherlands 51-2 
and Luther 48-51, 79-80 
opposes Batavian Myth - 53, 58 
posthumous influence in the 
Netherlands 148, 183, 205, 369, 373, 
392-3, 429-30, 514, 568, 577, 790, 1040 
Enchiridion 46-7, 53-4 
In Praise of Folly 46, §3 
Ernst Casimir, Count of Nassau 
(1573-1632), Stadholder of Friesland 
(1620-32) and Groningen (1625-32) 
304, 467-8, 489, 499, 538 
Erpenius, Thomas (1584-1624), Arabist- 576 
Escorial, the 137 
Espen, Zeger Bernard van:(1646-1728), 
jurist 982-3, 1055 
Essenius, Andreas (1618-77), Reformed 
preacher 663, 673, 691-2. 
Essequebo (western Guyana) 774, 934, 
945-6, 950, 1127 . 
‘Eternal Edict’ (Feb. 1577) 187° 
Eugene of Savoy, Prince, governor-general 
of the Austrian Neths. (1716-25) 980-2 
Everaerts, Nicolaas (1462-1532), jurist 49 
Ewsum, van, Ommelander jonker family . 60 
Caspar (d. 1639), drost of Drenthe 
257-8, 266 
Exclusion, Act of (Akte van Seclusie) (4 
May 1654) 722-6, 751, 801 
Eyck, Jan van (c.1390-1441!), artist. 47 
Eynde, Jacob van den (c.1515-69), 
Advocate of Holland (1560-8) 158, 455 


Fabritius, Carel (1622-54), artist 350, 
561-2, 870 
Fagel, Caspar, Peasionary of Holland 
(1672-88) 455, 649, 791, 813, 823, 829, 
832-3, 845, 847, 849 
Familists (Huys der Liefde) 97-9, 271 
see also Nicolaes, Hendrik 
Fannius, Daniel (early 18th cent.), political 
agitator 963, 966 
farm rents 335, 984 
Flanders 412, 742, 984 
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Holland 533, 634-5, 984 
Faulte, Jean (1726-66), architect 1090 
federal ideas, in the United Provinces 
246-7, 276-7, 450, 1080, 1123 
Feller, Francois-Xavier de (1735-1802), 
Jesuit journalist 1056 
Ferdinand I, Holy Roman Emperor 
(1619-37) 469, 480, 499, 516 
Ferdinand III, Holy Roman Emperor 
(1637-57) $42 
Fijne, Paschier de (1588-1667), 
Remonstrant preacher 464-5, 479, 


500-3 
Fijnje, Wybo (1750-1809), Patriot 
journalist 1106, 1109-10 
Fivelingo, see Ommelands, quarters 
Flanders: 
(before 1572) 9-16, 18, 21-3, 28-31, 
55-7, 72-3 
(after 1702) 975-7 
agriculture 106-7, 109-11, 412, 742, 1005 
Anabaptism 93 
early Protestantism 80, 99, 101-4, 146-8 
linen industry 116, 412~14, $10, 743, 
976, 984-5, 1089 
population 15, 412, 1087 
and the Revolt 159-60, 194, 196, 211, 
214, 216, 218 
States 170, 196, 209, 211-12, 217, 
224-5, 300, 742-3, 983-4 
taxation 216 
urbanization 115, 1011-12 
woollen industry 404, 412-13, 510 
Flemish ports: 
Dutch naval blockade of (1585-1648) 
226, 253, 307, 313-14, 403, 509-10, 
518, $43, 610 
French designs on, 527 
tariffs 518-19 
Fleurus, Battle of (July 1690) 848 
Flinck, Govaert (1615-60), artist 351, 397, 
750, 878-9 
see also Plate 16 
floods 9, 112, 1004 


Florentine Republic: 
discussion of in Dutch Republic 706, 725-6 
Floris, Count of Buren and Leerdam, 


Stadholder of Friesland (1515-17) 34, 304 
Floris V, Count of Holland (1256-96) 13, 


569 

Floris, Foecke (d. ¢.1700), Mennonite 
preacher 914-15 

flower-painting §60, 883, 907, 1052-3 

Flud van Giffen, David (1653-1701), 
Reformed theologian 668 

fuit, ship design 118, 316 

Flushing (and Veere), marquisate 546, 992 
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Flushing (Vlissingen) (Zeeland): 
Catholics (after 1572) 379, 1022 
early Protestantism 104, 148 
English garrison (1588) 228, 238 
Mennonites 1028 
population 309, 864 
provincial politics, role in 704, 712, 719, 
728, 755, 762-3, 801, 816, 963, 1067 
and the Revolt 171-2 
Fontenoy, Battle of (11 May 1745) 996-7 
fortifications 262-5, 273-4 
Four Days’ Battle (11-14 June 1666), 
longest of sea-battles 773, 880-1 
France: 
alliances with Republic: (1580) 209, 213; 
(1598) 253-4, 479 (1610) 407, 479; 
Compiégne (1624) 485; (1634) 524-5, 
527, $39, 596 (1662) 755, 770, 776-7 
as market for Dutch products 779-80, 
843-4 
Francart, Jacob (1583-1651), artist— 
architect 416 
Francis I, king of France (1515-47) 60, 131 
Franciscans, in the Netherlands 144, 151, 
647, 652 
Franeker (city) (Friesland): 
(in 1787) 1109 
population 629 
and the Revolt 153, 178, 190, 201, 228 
Franeker University 426, 440, 570-3, 575 
Cartesianism 890, 896, 899 
Cocceio—-Voetian disputes 665, 667, 821, 
894-5, 898-9 
decline 1050 
students 572, 900-1, 1050, 1109 
Frederick II (The Great), king of Prussia 
(1740-86) 1092, 1113, 1043, 1062 
Frederick V, Elector Palatine (1610-32), king 
of Bohemia (1619-20) 306, 465, 469, 471 
Frederika Sophia Wilhelmina (1751-1820), 
wife of William V 1092, 1106, 1113 
Frederik Hendrik (1584-1647), Prince of 
Orange, Stadholder of Holland, 
Zeeland, Utrecht, Overijssel, and 
Gelderland (1625-47) and Groningen 
and Drenthe (1640-7): 
becomes Stadholder 302, 306, 377, 467, 


489-90 

and Holland towns 353, 490-9, 509, 
§12-14, 517-19, §21-4, §30-2, 534, 
536, 539-46, $95, 604, 700-1 

as military commander 3, 268, 353, 425, 
47l, 485-6, 496, 506-8, §12-13, 
515-17, 529-30, 532, 534, 536-7, 541, 
544, 595, 602 

as patron of arts 460, 486, 530, 533-4, 


537) 554, 585-7, 595 
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Frederik Hendrik (cont.): 
personality 485-6, 489, 491, 497, 537, 


4 
and provincial managers §25-7, 541, 
1082 
and religious toleration 488-9, 491-2, 
503, 515-16, 534-6, 538, 600 
and Remonstrants 491-6, §09, 512-15, 
517-19, 521-5, 534-6, 541, 595 
and Spain 497-9, 506-8, 511-13, $1519, 
521-2, §24, 528-9, 536-7, 539-45 
acquires Stadholderates of Groningen 
and Drenthe 538-9 
and Stuarts 537-8 
last testament 595-6, 962, 970 
Free Corps 1101-2, 110§-7, 1109, 1114, 
1120 
‘Freedom’, in Dutch Republic 3-5, 673, 
677-99, 788-9, 792, 995 
freedom of the press 1086, 1106, 1111-12 
Freemasonry 1040, 1059 
‘Free Ship, Free Goods’, principle of 750, 
774, 1096 
freight rates 313-15, 497, $33, 610-11, 
713-15 
French occupation, of Utrecht, Overijssel, 
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Jews 1026-7, 1029 
landschapstafel 283 
nobility (ridderschap) 31, 68, 110, 208, 
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197 
sovereignty over, offered to William III 
(1675) 815, 818 
Spain, favours peace with (1607-48) 
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political agitator 1076 
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521-2, 524, 535, 545, 605-6, 722 
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garrison 264-6, 273, 616, 813 
and House of Orange 260, 298-9, 484, 
546 
and States of Brabant 225, 299, 711 
Grave, treaty of (Dec. 1536) 64 
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Second (Feb. 1649) 935 
Gueux, see Beggars 
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economy 617-18 1000, 1016 
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population 620 
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Heda, Willem Claesz. (1594-1680), still-life 
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s’Heerenberg (county of Bergh) 68, 386 
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Heidelberg Catechism (Calvinist) 370-1, 
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Heiden Reinestein, Count van (1741-1813), 
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village burnt (1624) 333 
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Holland (1737-46) 455, 994 
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strategic significance 530 
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304, $36, 538 
Hendrik Casimir II, Count of Nassau, 
Stadholder of Friesland, Groningen, 
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218-19 
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Herring buss, the 16, 18 
Herring fishery 16, 18, 24, 117 
decline 999, 1001, 1003 
during Golden Age 317, 334, 716, 752, 
774, 845 
Spanish attacks on 259, 314, 317, 334, 
478, 497 
*s-Hertogenbosch (Brabant): 
(before 1566) 31, 84 
bishopric 142-3, 165, 507-8 
‘Ilustre School’ (1636) §74, 891 
population 113-14, 332 
under the Republic 379, 512, 516, 
659-60, 682, 710, 1024, 1026 
and the Revolt 144, 149, 160, 202—3, 227 
under Spain (1598-1629) 270, 379, 388, 
498, 506-8 
Heusden (Holland) 175, 278, 444, 492, 
704-5, 1021 
garrison and fortifications 241, 264, 273, 


444, 507 

Heyden, Jan van der (1637-1712), inventor 
and townscape artist 397, 681-2, 874, 
878, 903 

Heyn (or Hein), Piet (1577-1629), admiral 
497 

Hierges, Gilles de Berlaymont, Baron de, 
Royal Stadholder of Holland, Zeeland,. 
and Utrecht (1574-7) 188-9, 191, 302, 


304 
Hilten, Anthonie van (early 17th cent.), 
Advocate of Utrecht 448 


1208 


Hobbema, Meindert (1638-1709), landscape 
painter 875, 883 
Hobbes, Thomas (1588-1679), influence in 
Republic 684, 915, 921, 926, 932 
Hoeks (late medieval party-faction) 19-21, 
23, 25, 27, 29-30, 668, 810, 922, 962 
Hoeven, Emanuel van. de (c.1660-c.1728), 
political writer 863, 865, 962 
Hoffmann, Melchior (early 16th cent.), 
Anabaptist leader 86 
Hogerbeets, Rambout (1561-1625), 
Pensionary of Leiden (1590-1618) 444, 
447 449-50, 458-9 
Holbach, Paul Henri Thiry, Baron d’ 
(1723-89) 1039-40, 1060 
Holland: 
(before 1572) 9-30, 38, 55-63, 72 
agriculture 106-12, 332-7, 634-6, 
1003-5 
Catholics (after 1572) 364-6, 377-80, 
382-3, 640-2, 646-8, 1019-22, .1029 
deputies ‘in the field’ 258, 513 
divided (1798-1801) 1124 
early Protestantism 49-52, 80, 82-4, 94 
Gecommitteerde Raden (Delegated 
Councillors) 237, 278-80, 400, 431, 
443-4, 458, 463, 480-1, 492, 517, 606, 
702, 728, 732, 734, 762, 776, 1035, 
_ 1068, 1084, 1106 
Hof 38, 63, 122, 129, 488, $74, 855, 867, 
921, 923, 929 
Jews 376, 476, 500-1, 1029 
Mennonites 1028-9 
population 115, 335, 1029 
provincial quota 55, 286-7 
public debt 756, 768 
Rekenkamer 291 
and the Revolt 172-80, 186-9, 191-3, 
197-200 
ridderschap (nobility) 19-20, 23, 25, 38, 
108, 129, 146, 157-8, 230, 278-80, 293, 
296, 339-40, 342, 383, 451-2, 493; 
(under Frederik Hendrik) 508-9, 512, 
514, $17, 521-2, 531, $41, 604, 606; 
(Stadholderless period) (1650-72) 703, 
705, 722-3, 732, 751-2, 799; (after 
1702) 961, 972, 991; (under William III) 
(1672-1702) 823, 831-3, 855 
taxation $5, 285-9, 756, 768, 993-4 
verponding, 993 
see also Advocates; Pensionaries; 
stadholderate; synods 
Holland, States of: 
(before 1572) 24, 59, 62-3, 101, 134-5, 
144, 170, 278 
and the Revolt 175-7, 185-8, 253, 
216-18, 220-1, §69-70, 1098 
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(1588-1618) 229-35, 245-7, 250-2, 
276-80, 285-6, 288-9, 370, 372-4, 
403-4, 430-49 

(1618-1650) 450-5, 480-2, 485, 489, 
492-6, 505-6, 509-14, 517-19, 521-4, 
526-8, 530-2, 539-46, 601-9 

Stadholderless period (1650-72) 663-4, 
700-12, 722-35, 748-58, 791-806 

and William III (1672-1702) 646-7, 806, 
813-15, 823-8, 830-5, 845-50, 853-6, 
859-60 

(after 1702) 959-63, 966-7, 969-70, 
972-4, 986-90, 993-6, 1035-6, 1068, 
1071, 1083, 1095, 1098-9, 1106-8 

Hollands (branch of Dutch language) 72-3, 
461 

Hollandsche Spectator (Enlightenment. 
periodical) 1064-5 

Holy Roman Enppire, relationship of, with 
Netherlands 64, 66, 68-70, 226, 248 

Hommius, Festus (1576-1642), Reformed 
preacher 425, 428 

Hondschoote (Flanders) 159 

Honthorst, Gerrit (1590-1656), artist 486, 
534, 558-9, 870, 878 

Hooft, Amsterdam regent dynasty 127, 159, 
343, 803 

Cornelis Pietersz. (1547-1626) 215-16, 
218, 221, 233, 374, 436, 453, 568 

Hendrik (1617-78) 816, 821-2, 824-5, 
828 

Pieter Cornelisz. (1581-1647), poet, 
playwright, and historian 159, 215, 
514, 534, 568-9, 578-9, 581, 694 

Hoogh, Pieter de (1629-83), artist 266, 562, 
879, 883 

Hooghe, Romeyn de (c.1645-1708), 
engraver and Orangist propagandist 4, 
684, 856-7, 886, 907 

hoogheemraadschappen (regional water. 
boards) 10, 38, 284 

Hoogstraeten, Samuel van (1627-78), artist 
350, 397, 549, 767, 878, 1051 

Hoogstraten, Antoine de Lalaing, Count of; 
Stadholder of Holland (1522-40) 35, 
62, 136, 153, 157, 302 

Hoorn (Holland): 

(before 1566) 25, 84, 109 

(in 1672) 801, 805, 810-11 

Amminianism 435, 443, 456, 462-3, 
468-9, 499, 1029 

Catholics (after 1572) 377, 379 

commerce 117-18, 311, 317; 333, 618 

decline 317-18, 478, 1006° 

population 328 

provincial politics 236-7, itd 48, 493 

606, 1083. 
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and the Revolt 153, 173, 175, 217 
shipping 317, 1000-1 
Hoombeeck, Isaac van, Pensionary of 
Holland (1720-7) 858, 989, 99! 
Hoornbeeck, Johannes (1617-66), Reformed 
theologian 590-1, 662-3, 858, 894, 896 
Hoppe, Coenraad (1621-70), Amsterdam 
Lutheran minster 672 
Horn (county of) (see Map 5) 141, 146 
Horn, Philip de Montmorency, Count of 
(1524-68) 141, 143, 153, 156-7. 
hospitals, civic 356-8, 784 
Houbraken, Arnold (1660-1719), artist and ' 
writer on art 1051-2 
House of Love see Familists; Nicolaes, 
Hendrik 
house rents, see Amsterdam; Leiden 
Hout, Jan van (1542-1609), Pensionary of 
Leiden 567-8 
Huber, Ulricus (1636-94), jurist 608, 645, 
807, 809, 899, 1086, 1104 
Hudde Amsterdam Regent dynasty: 
Hendrik 319, 481 
Johannes (1628-1704) 694, 828-9, 836, 
844, 846, 856, 862, 905, 907, 947 
Huguenots 254, 308, 460, 627-30, 840-1 
.and Dutch intellectual life 931-2, 1031, 
1038-40, 1047-8 
in Generality Lands 629, 660 
immigration into United Provinces 
628-9, 646 
impact on economic life 629-30 
‘dn main cities 629 
in South Africa 627 
see also Walloon Church 
Huissen (lordship attached to Cleves) (see 
Map 15) 70, 652 
Hulst (Flanders) 244, 498, §27, 536, $44, 
600, 629, 997 
humanism: 
in Holland 44-54 
late humanism 566-7, 575-81 
in north-east Neths. 41-4 
and the Reformation 50-4, 122, 148 
Hungary—Transylvania, Dutch cultural and i 
religious influence 665, 900-2, 1050, 1062 
Hunsingo, see Ommelands, quarters 
Huybert, De, Zierikzee regent family 963 
Pieter (1622-97), Pensionary of Zeeland 
(1664-87) 833, 835 
Huydecoper: 
Amsterdam regent family 159, 343 
Joan (1599-1661) 564, 718, 749, 866, 871 
Jan (1625-1704) 855-6, 947, 961 
Jan Jacobz. (1541-1624) 159 
Huygens, Christian (1629-95), scientist 
582-3, 586, 903-5; 1042-3 
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Huygens; Constantijn (1596-1687), secretary 
to Frederik Hendrik 486, 534, 546, 
$545, 561-2, §78-9, 585, 595, 694, 

71-2 
Huygens, Lodewijk, drost of Gorcum 827 
Huysum, Jan van (1682-1749), flower 
painter 1045, 1052~3 


Iconoclastic Fury (1566), see beeldenstorm 

leper (Ypres) (Flanders): 

(before 1572) 16, 31, 124, 159 
(after 1702) 974, 979, 996 
bishopric 650-1 

and the Revolt 194, 214 

Issel River, strategic significance 241~4, 
261, 311, 407, 484, 507-8, 770, 794-5, 
797-8, 813 

IJsselstein, Lordship of (see.Maps 2 and 5) 
69, 107, 341, 546 

IJzendijke (Flanders) §13, 1023 

‘Illustrious Schools’ 573-4, 583: 

Imhoff, Gustaaf Willem, Baron von, 
govenor-general of Dutch East Indies 
(1744-50) 1058-9 

immigration 624-8 

from Germany 330-1, 626, 1014, 
1016 
Jewish 626-7, 1016 
from Salzburg 1024 
from South Netherlands 214, 219, 230, 
308-11, 328-31, 371-2, 436, 548-9, 627 
see also Huguenots 

immortality of the soul 675 

India, Dutch in, see Bengal, Coromandel; 
Malabar 

Inquisition 78, 82~3, 99-101, 144-6 

insurance, sickness and accident 717, 1015 

interest rates, on the Amsterdam Exchange 
630, 1003 

iron-working: 

in Austrian Neths. 1088-9 
in Sweden 274-5 

Isabella de Austria, Archduchess 
(1566-1633), daughter of Philip II, wife 
of Archduke Albert, royal regent in 
Spanish Neths. (1621-33) 254-5, 262, 
401, 410, 416, 418, 474, 482, 506-7, 
514, §16-18, 740, 981, 1088, 1090 

Italy, Dutch trade with 312-14, 406, 
610-11, 711-15, 727, 998 

‘Italianate’. landscape painting 558, 563, 
875-6 


) 
James I, king of England (1603-25) 406, 


424, 430, 461, 465, 469, 471 
supports Counter-Remonstrants 428-9, 


432-3, 469 
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James II (1633-1701), king of England 
(1685-9), and the Glorious Revolution 
646, 797, 819, 841-2, 845-7, 849-53 

Jansen, Cornelis (1585-1638), founder of 
Jansenism 650-1 

Jansenism: 

in Austrian Neths. 982-3, 1054-S,. 


10§7 
in Missio Hollandica 649-50, 65 1-3,' 
1034-7 
see also Leuven (university) 
Japan, Dutch trade with 324, 939, 941-2 
Jemminghen, Battle of (21 July 1568) 163 
Jesuits 423 
dissolution of (1773) 1056 
Missio Hollandica 646-7, 1035-6 
Miinsterland 417-18 
Spanish Neths. 414-15, 417-19 
Jews: 
in Amsterdam 376, 640, 657-8, 1020 
boards of elders 354, 359, 675, 690 
and Boreelism 588 
demographic trends 1025, 1029 
economic restrictions 658, 1025-6 
emancipation 1125 
and the Enlightenment 1039-40 
female illiteracy 690 
Generality Lands, excluded from 659, 
1026-7 
immigration 376, 639, 657-8, 1024-5 
intellectual isolation 580-1 
intolerance of Reformed Church 
towards 369, 377, 476, 500, 708 
poverty 1013, 1025 
support Republic 644, 648-9 
toleration of 1-2, 374, 376-7, $00-2, 644 
welfare institutions 354, 359 
and William III 644, 648-9, 856-7 
Johann, Count von Nassau (d. 1606) 191, 
199, 301, 731 
Johan Maurits, Count of Nassau-Siegen 
(1604-79), govenor-general of Dutch 
Brazil (1637-44) 537, 554, 731, 770, - 
799, 908, 954 
Johan Willem Friso, Prince of Orange 
(from 1702), Frisian Stadholder 
CSE) .304, 959, 961-2, 967-8, 
989 
Joncourt, Pierre de (d. 1720), Huguenot 
minister 1031 
Jordaens, Jacob (1593-1678), artist. 747, 870 
Joris, David (1501-§6), Anabaptist leader, 
later a Spiritualist 86-7, 89-91, 97, 
584, 926, 933 
Joseph II, Holy Roman Emperor (1765-90), 
sole ruler of Austrian lands (from: 
1780) 984, 1056-7, 1094, 1116-18. 
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Julich (city): garrisoned by Dutch (1610-22) 

407 
Spanish occupation 333 

Jilich-Berg (duchies) 70, 88-9, 341, 407-8, 
990, 1005 

Juan de Austria, Don (1547-78), 
governor-general of the Netherlands 
(1576-8) 186-7, 189, 191, 194, 196, 740 

Juan José de Austria, Don, governor-general 
of Spanish Neths. (1656-60) 651, 
740-1, 747-8 


Kalf, Willem (1619-93), still-life painter. 
453, 875, 882 
Kallo, Battle of (June 1638) 536 
Kampen (Overijssel): 
(before 1572) 9, 12, 18-19, 41, 44, 54, 
66, 119, 144 
Arminianism 427, 445, 458, 462, 464, 
468, 645, 654, 1029 
Catholics (after 1580) 381, 384, 642, 
1022 
early Protestantism 82, 94-5, 1$9 
economy 308 
Jews 1027 
population 114, 119, 331-2 
. provincial politics, role in 724, 728, 734 
and the Revolt 159, 199, 204, 206 
Sworn Council 445 
Karel van Gelre (Egmond), duke of 
Gelderland (1492-1538) 31, 34, $9; 
60-5, 83 
Kate, Lambert ten (1674-1731), pioneer of 
linguistics 1045 
Kemp, Nicolaes van, fortifications expert 
274 
Kempis, Thomas 4 (c.1379-1471) 42, 44 
Keppel, Arnold Joost van (1669-1718), 
Lord Albemarle 861, 887, 961, 973 
residence, at De Voorst 886 
Kew Declaration (Circular Note) of (Feb. 
1795) 1127 
Key, Lieven de (c.15§0-1627), architect 


552-3 

Keyser, Hendrik de (1565-1621), architect 
392, $53, 872 

Kievit, Jan (d. 1692), Rotterdam Orangist 
regent 775, 803, 806 

Kluit, Adriaen (1735-1807), historian 1086, 
1104, 1110, IL12 

Knuyt, Johan de (1587-1654), representative 
of the First Noble of Zeeland 
(1631-50) $18, $25, 527 

Koeiman, Jacobus (1632-95), Calvinist 
schismatic 691, 695, 927 

Koerbagh, Adriaen (1632-69), Spinozist 
writer 787-9, 919-20, 926-7, 931 
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Koerbagh, Johannes, Spinozist 919 
Kortrijk (Courtrai) (Flanders): 

(before 1580) 159, 194, 349 

(after 1580) 208, 551, 824, 832, 860, 984. 
Kuiper, Frans, Socinian publisher 912-14 


Laan (or Laen), Nicolaas van der (c.1510-84), 
Haarlem burgomaster 158, 342 
Labadie, Jean de (1610-74), Calvinist 
schismatic. 669-71 
Lairessse, Gerard de (1641-1711), artist 885 
lakens, see textiles 
Lalaing, noble family 190 
see also Rennenberg 
La Mettrie, Julien de (1709-51), philosophe 
1063 
land ownership, patterns of 106-9, 336-7, 
633-6 
La Peyrére, Isaac de (1596-1676), Bible 
critic 746-7 
land prices; in Holland 634-5 in Flanders 742 
land reclamation 106-7, 272-3, 284, 334-6 
landscape painting 558, 560, 562-3, 875-6, 883 
Lasco, Johannes a (c.1500-60), Polish 
Reformer in Emden 102-3 
Lastman, Pieter (1583-1633), artist 551, $57 
Latin schools 43-5, 80-1, 166, 455, 457; 
573, 578 
Le Clerc, Jean (1657-1736), Remonstrant 
commentator 674, 925, 1040 
Ledenberg, Gillis van, Advocate of Utrecht 
(1590-1618) 239, 424, 447-9 
Leeghwater, Jan Adriaensz. (1575-1650), 
drainage expert 272, 284 
Leenaertsz, Carel (early 17th cent.), 
Amsterdam militia officer 495-6 
Leerdam (see Maps 2 and 5) 34, 69, 71, 
107, 341, 546 
Leeuwarden (Friesland): 
(before 1572) 65, 86, IOI 
Armenianism 384, 426, 505, 654 
bishopric 165, 190 
breweries 1009 
Catholics (after 1580) 384, 642, 647, 1020 
Jews 658, 1020: 
Lutherans 657, 1022-3 
Mennonites 1020 
population 332, 335, 620, 1009 
and the Revolt 151, 155, 158, 160-1, 
177, 201; 207 
Leeuwenhoek, Anthonie van (1632-1723), 
. scientist 882, 906, 1043 
Leicester, Robert Dudley, earl of (1533-88), 
govenor-general of United Provinces 
(1585-7) 220-30, 233-7, 239, 277-8, 
288, 292, 301-2, 310, 370-1, 392, 549, 
567, 700 


121! 


Leiden (Holland): 

(before 1572) 16, 20, 24, $4, 121, 123-4 

Arminianism 382, 431, 442-3, 661, 877, 
1029 

art and architecture 551-2, 560-1, 
863-5, 869, 876-7, 886 

Catholics (after 1572) 355, 361, 390, 
535: 637, 640-2, 646-7 

city government 371, 453, 490, 494, 500, 
535, 838-9, 960 

churches 390, 648 

civic militia 181, 442, 838 

cloth hall 554-5, 869 

cloth industry 116, 308-10, 312, 315-16, 
349, 352, 404, 436-7, 611, 622, 624, 
626-7, 630-1, 780, 844-5, 856, 859, 
868, 999, 1014 

Cocceian—Voetian disputes 838-40, 1031 

crisis of 1617-18, 436-8, 442-3, 448, 
453, 499 

decline 999, 1006-8 

guilds 1008, 1014 

housing and house rents 352, 631-2, 864-5 

Huguenots 629, 648 

Jews 658, 1025-6 

labour unrest 630 

Marekerk 554-5, 864, 866, 869 

Orangism (1647-75) 703, 722, 729, 
751-2, 768, 775-6, 791-2; reaction 
against (1675-86; 1702-47) 811, 816, 
823, 830-1, 834, 836-9, 856, 1108 

population 16, 113-16, 308-9, 328-31, 
620-1, 624-7, 1007, 1128 

provincial politics (after 1618) 506, 509, 
§12-13, 515, 517, 521, §24, 531, 545, 
601, 606, 646-7, 711-12, 721-3, 726, 
729-30, 799, 832, 1083, 1108 

Reformed Church, strength among 
population 380-1, 390, 641 

Reformed Consistory 436, 457, 760, 
790, 838-40, 920 

and the Revolt 149, 160, 174, 200, 230 

riots (1747-8) 1068, 1073-4, 1077 

siege (1573-4) 180-2 

townhall 548, 880 

urban growth 310, 328, 628-9, 631-2 

Leiden (university): 

curators 570, 577-8, 663, 667, 675, 678 

decline 901, 1049-51 

early development 430, 456-7, 570-2, 678 

founding 198, 569-70, 818 

Golden Age 572, 575-82, 586, 665, 
890-1, 893-4, 896, 902 

hortus botanicus §71-2, 1043-4 

medicine 902, 905, 1044, 1050 

science 577, 582, 586, 894, 898, 1042-4, 
1050-1 
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Leiden (university) (cont.): 
students 572, 678, 900-2, 928, 1042-3, 
1049-51 
theology faculty 393-4, 423, 428, 571, 
§80, 662-3 
Leiden, Jan van (Beuckelsz.) (1509-36), 
Anabaptist ‘prophet of Leiden’ 87-8 
L’Empereur, Constantijn (1591-1648), 
Hebraist 580-1 
Leoninus, Elbertus (c.1520-98), Chancellor 
of Gelderland 183, 205-6, 223, 239, 
248, 288 
Leopold II, Holy Roman Emperor 1118 
Leopold Wilhelm, Archduke, governor- 
general of Spanish Neths. (1647-56) 
589, 651, 739-40, 747 
Lerma, duke of, favourite of Philip I of 
Spain 2$4-5, 400-1, 404, 408-9, 411 
Leti, Gregorio (1631-1701), Italian 
Protestant writer 4, 358, 639, 674-5, 
682, 857, 1040 
Leuven (Louvain) (city) (Brabant): 
(before 1572) 22-3, 31, 79 
(after 1702) 977, 1011~12 
population 12, 1012 
and the Revolt 160, 178, 194 
Leuven (university): 
Cartesianism 586 
humanism 50 
Jansenism 651, 982, 1055 
and Missio Hollandica 378 
(in 18th cent.) 982, 1055 
Levant Trade, Dutch role in 313-14, 316, 
409, 478, 533, 610-11, 619, 622, 
713-15, 727, 859, 998 
Leydecker, Melchior (1642-1721), Reformed 
theologian 1030-1 
Leyden, Lucas van (1494-1533), artist 48, $46 
libertinism: 
religious (after 1572) 364-6, 372-3, 384 
sexual 684-5 
Lichtenbergers, Utrecht party-faction 27 
Lidge (city) 150, 627, 984 
industries 116, 630 
population 114 
Liége (prince-bishopric) (see Map 5) 69, 
(eay 79, 82, 93, 274, 333, 515, 783, 
10 


population 15 
Liemers (attached to Cleves) (see Maps § 
_ and 15) 70, 107 ; 
per Jan (1607-74), artist 486, 534, $64, 
70 
Lille (Walloon Flanders): 
(before 1566) 55, 124, 133 - 
annexed to France (see Map 12) 780-1, 
974 
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population 114 
and the Revolt 150, 160: 
Lillo, Fort 264, 298, 415 
Limborch, Philippus van (1633-1712), 
Remonstrant theologian 503, 674~-§, 
931, 1039-40 
Limburg (province): 
(before 1572) 21, 545, 596, 758, 1089, 1094 
and the Revolt 186, 197-8 
see also Maastricht; Overmaas 
Limburgs (branch of Dutch language) 72 
Limburg-Stirum, Counts of 68, 386-7 
Joost (1560-1621) 387 
Lindanus, Wilhelmus (1525-76), Inquisitor 
and first bishop of Roermond | 101, 
143-4, 165-6 
linen damask 349, 551 
linen industry, see Haarlem; Flanders; 
States Brabant; Twenthe 
Lingelbach, Johannes (1624-74), artist 876 
Lingen, county of (see Maps §, 11, and 15) 
66, 190, 199, 253, 261-3, 273, 333, 498, 
ates 797, 813, 962, 970, 980, 991, 
112 
annexed by Prussia (1702) 962, 970 
Catholicism (after 1633) 389, 535 
§99-600, 1022 
and House of Orange 341, $25, 533, 
546, 600, 735 
linguistics 1045 
Linnaeus, Carl (1707-78), Swedish botanist 
1043 
Linschoten, Jan Huigen van (1533-1611), 
travel writer 319-20 
Lipsius, Justus (1547-1606), humanist 
scholar 97, 164-5, 245, 570, 574, 582 
attitude to Republic 411-12, §66~7, 571. 
on military discipline 269-70, 411 
Neostoic moral philosophy 269, 372, 
411-12, 566-7, 581 
on toleration 373, 411, §02, 566 
De Constantia 372, 566-7 
De Magnitudine Romana 411 
De Militia Romana 270 
Politicorwm libri sex 410-11 
Listrius, Gerardus, rector of Zwolle Latin 
school (1515-21) §2, 81 
literacy 686-90 
Livorno, Battle of (March 1653) 721 
Lobith, Battle of (12 June 1672) 797 
Locke, John (1632-1704) 3, 395, 503, 670, 
674, 900, 1047, 1049, 1074-5, 1085-6, 


1096 
Lodenstein, Van, Delft regent family 475, 487 
Lodenstein, Jodocus van (1620-77), 
Reformed theologian and poet 607, 
664, 671, 673, 691-2, 695 ~~ 
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Loo, Het, palace of William HI 886-7, 968 
Lopes Suasso, Francisco, 2nd Baron 
d’Avernas de Gras (c.16§7-1710), 
Sephardic financier 649, 742 
Louis, Count of Nassau (1538-74) 145, 
162, 172, 181-2, 189 
Louis XIII, king of France (1610-43) 460, 
485, 524, 537 
Louis XIV, king of France (1643-1715):. 
alliance with Republic (1662) 755, 776, 
781-2 
anti-Dutch colonial policy 779-80 
anti-Dutch tariff policy 779-80, 782-4, 
824-5, 829, 843-5, 849, 860-1, 969, 974 
‘anti-Jansenism 650, 652-3, 977 
conquests in Spanish Neths. (see Map 
12) 780-1, 823-35, 974 
invades Republic (1672-4) 3, 643, 
783-5, 794, 796-9, 807-13, 848 
and Nine Years’ War 842-9 
Second Anglo-Dutch War, role during 
770, 776-7 
and War of Spanish Succession 969, 
i 974-7 
Louis XV, king of France (1715-74) 1036 
Louis XVI, king of France (1774-92), 
(executed 1793) 1114 
Louis Bonaparte, king of Holland 
(1806-13) 1129-30 
Louise Henriette (1627-67), daughter of 
Frederik Hendrik, wife of the Great 
‘Elector 596, 729, 962 
Louise Juliana (1576-1644), daughter of 
William the Silent, wife of Frederik IV 
of the Palatinate (see Table 25) 469 
Louvesteiners, see States party-faction 
Louvois, Francois Le Tellier, marquis de 
(1641-91) 796, 799, 800-1 
Lowestoft, Battle of (3-4 June 1665) 768-9, 


77 
Lubbertus, Sibrandus (c.1556—1625), 
Reformed theologian 426, 428-9, 440-1 
Lucas, Jean Maximilien (c.1646-97), 
biographer of Spinoza 1047 
Lulofs, Johan (1711-68), philosopher 1062 
Lumey de la Marck, Count Guillaume 
(c.1§42-78) 170-1, 175 
Lunéville (Lorraine) 1090 
Luther, Martin (1483-1547), and the 
Netherlands 48-53, 79-84, 92, 502 
Lutheranism: 
_at Amsterdam, see Amsterdam 
Antwerp 152, 194, 374 
in the colonial empire 952, 955-6, 
1058-9 
Friesland 657, 1023-4 
Generality Lands 659-60, 1024 
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and House of Orange 140, 145, 152, 
162, 183, 191, 208, 374-6, 639, I101, 
1022-4, 1029 

internal divisions 672 

Overijssel 656-7 

rivalry with Reformed Church 374-6 

States of Holland and 221, 369, 374-6, 
389, 500-1, 689, 708 

suppression in Holland countryside 476, 
657, 1024 

triumphs in East Friesland 374-5 

Utrecht 374-5 

Zeeland 375, 1024 

Luxemburg: 

(before 1572) 15, 21, 34, 103, 107, 110 

(after 1609) 529, 781, 830-1, 835, 860, 
977, 997, 1057 

and the Revolt 186-7 

Luzac, Elie (1723-96), political and 
economic writer 1008, 1060, 1063-4, 
1074-5, 1084-6, 1103-4, ITI0, I112 


Maarssen (Utrecht) 65, 871, 1025 
Maas (Meuse), River, commerce 12, 19, 25, 
57, 70, 333-4, 478, 496, 614; strategic 
significance 12, 515, 529, 974 
Maastricht (Limburg): 
(before 1579) 70, 88, 93 
(after 1579) 516, 540, 785, 824, 826, 990, 
1122 
Catholic Church (after 1632) 516, 536, 
599-600, 658-9 
garrison (after 1632) 613, 616, 629, 813, 
1094 
Jews 1026 
Lutherans 659 
population 114, 332, 335, 613, TOL 
Reformed community 659 
siege: (1579) 208, 516; (1632) 515-16 
Maatschappij tot Nut van ’t Algemeen 
(1784) philosophical and literary 
society 1065-6 
Machiavelli, Niccold (1469-1527), influence 
of 725, 759-60, 788, 908, 936-7, 939, 
970, 1127 
madhouses, civic 358 
Maetsuycker, Joan, governor-general of the 
Dutch East Indies 324, 949 
Mages, Nicolaes. (1634-93), genre painter 
870, 878 
Malabar Coast, India (see Map 13) 908, 
936-7, 939, 970, 1127 
Malacca 536, 953-4, 1127 
‘Malcontents’, the 198, 202 
Mander, Carel van (1548-1606), artist 397, 
549-50, 557-8 
Mandeville, Bernard (1670-1733) 858 
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Mansfeld, Ernest, count of (1580-1626) 
479, 483 

Mantuan Succession, War of (1628-31) and 
the Netherlands 497-8, 506-7 

Marchard, Prosper (1678-1756), Huguenot 
érudit 1038-42 

Marck, Wilhelm von der, duke of 
Gelderland (1539-43) 64 

Margaret of Austria, royal regent in the 
Netherlands (1506-15 and 1517-30) 33, 
35, 59, 62 

Margaret, duchess of Parma (1522-86), 
illegit. daughter of Charles V, royal 
regent in Netherlands (1559-67) 138-9, 
144-5, 146, 152, 156 

Maresius, Samuel (1599-1673), Reformed 
theologian 574, 586, 590-1, 891, 895-6 

Maria Christina, imperial regent in Austrian 
Neths. (1780-93) 1ogo, 1116, 1118 

Maria Elizabeth, imperial regent in 
Austrian Neths. (1725-41) 1054-5 

Maria van Nassau (1556-1616), daughter of 
William the Silent 299, 470 

Maria Theresa (1717-80), Austrian empress 
1044, 10§4-§, 1080-1, 1116 

marine painting 557-8, 560, 875, 1052 

Mark, duchy of (see Map 11) 407-8, 483 

Markgraf, Georg (1610-44), classifier of 
Brazilian flora and fauna 908 

Marlborough, John Churchill, 1st duke of 
(1650-1722) 775, 884, 968 

Marnix, Philips, heer van St Aldegonde 
(1540-98), secretary of William the 
Silent 153-4, 162, 175 

Marot, Daniel (1663-1752), Huguenot 
designer 885-6, 968 

Martinet, Johannes Florentius (1729-95), 
Enlightenment writer 1062-3 

Martinique, Dutch shipping at 779, 783, 945 

Mary, duchess of Burgundy, ruler of the 
Netherlands (1477-82) 28-9, 33, 37 

Mary of Hungary (1505-58), sister of 
Charles V, royal regent in the 
Netherlands (1530-55) 35, 37, 62-3, 132 

Mary Stuart (1631-61), Princess Royal, 
daughter of Charles I, wife of William 
Il_ 537-8, 729, 732, 749-52 

Mary Stuart (1667-94), daughter of James 
II, wife of William ITI, joint sovereign 
of England (1689-94) 819, 824, 841-2, 
852 

Massys, Quentin (1466-1530), artist 48 

Mathenesse, Van, Holland noble family 635 
Adriaen (c.1560-1621) 451-2 : 

Matthias, archduke of Austria (1557-1619), 
governor-general of the Neths. 
(1577-81), Holy Roman Emperor 
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(1612-19) 190, 193-5, 197, 204-5, 224, 
407 
Matthijsz, Jan, the ‘prophet of Haarlem’, 
Anabaptist leader 87 
Max Emanuel, Elector of Bavaria 
(1679-1726), governor-general of the 
Spanish Neths. (1692-1706) 741, 743,-: 
976-7 
Maximilian I of Habsburg (1459-1519), in 
the Netherlands (1477-93) 29-33, 39, 
75, 138 
Mauricius, Jan Jacob, governor of Surinam 
(1742-51) 1059 
Maurits of Nassau (1567-1625), Prince of 
Orange (1618), Stadholder of Holland 
and Zeeland (1585), Utrecht and 
Overijssel (1590), Gelderland (1591), 
Groningen and Drenthe (1620): 
and Counter-Remonstrants 423-5, 
433-4, 438, 441-4 
and coup d‘état (of 1618) 436, 443-9, 
450-60, 466, 487-8, 511, 541, 604, 
700-1, 733 
dynastic policy in States Brabant 298-9 
expiry of Truce 468, 471-4, 482 
foreign policy controlled by (after‘ 1618) 
467-9, 471, 479, 482-5, 608. 
as military commander 3, 224, 237-8, 
242, 244-7, 253, 257-62, 267-8, 270, 
273, 288, 311, 332, 385, 387, 408, 
479-80 
and Oldenbarnevelt 244, 247, 259, 261, 
403, 421-2, 433, 439, 443, 450, 459 
Personality 224, 230, 461-2, 466, 472, 
486 
powers as Stadholder 224, 280, 294, 
304-6, 403-4, 443, 446, 450-4, 459, 
465-8, 480 
secret contacts with Brussels (1620-3), 
472-4, 482-4 
and West India Company 467, 472-4 
see also purges of city governments 
Maximilian II, Holy Roman Emperor 
(1564-76) 183, 271 
Mechelen (Malines), city-province 21-2, 
128, 527, 977 
archbishopric (see Map 6) 142-3 
Calvinism 104, 195 
Catholic allegiance, strength of 195-6 
Grote Raad 33, 37, 66 
population 113-14, 308 
and the Revolt 150, 160, 172, 178, 195 
sack: (1-4 Oct. 1572) 178 (April, 1580) 
208 
Medemblik (Holland; West Friesland) 25, 
59, 117, 175, 443 
Medway, Raid on (June 1667) 773-4 
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Meer, Laurens van der (mid-18th cent.), 
political agitator 1070, 1075 
Megen, Charles de Brimeu, Count of, 
Stadholder of Gelderland (1559-68) 
150, 152, 304 
Meierij of ’s-Hertogenbosch (Brabant) (see 
Map 10) 519-21, 529, 542, $45, 596, 
§98-601, 619, 621, 659, 1026 
rural poverty 634 
‘textile industry 612, 616-17, 711, 1000, 
1014 
Meijer, Lodewijk (1638-81), radical 
Cartesian writer 787-9, 898, 914-16, 
918-20, 921, 931 
Memling, Hans (c.1433-94), artist 23, 47 
Menasseh ben Israel (d. 1657), Sephardic 
rabbi §80~1, 588, 747 
Menen (Menin) (Flanders), as Dutch 
Barrier fortress (see Map 14), 979, 996 
Menno Simons (1496-1561), founder of 
Mennonite Anabaptism 88-9, 91-3, 
102, 396, 672 
merchant élite: 
of Amsterdam 117-18, 127, 311-12, 
io 344-8; 534, 551, 553-4, 556, 815, 


9 
of Antwerp 116, 118, 309, 312, 344-5, 


743 
Merian, Maria Sibylla (1647-1717), in 
Surinam 1699-1702, painter of insects 


1053 
Metsu, Gabriel (1629-67), genre painter 
881, 1051-2 
Microscopes 905-7, 909, 1043 
Middelburg (Zeeland): 
abbey (after 1574, quarters of States of 
Zeeland) 76, 281, 551, 558 
bishopric (1561-74) 142-3, 362 
Catholics (after 1574) 362, 1022 
city govt. 128, 493, 754-5, 762-3, 805, 
820, 963-4 
Cocceianism 811, 820, 1030-1 
commerce 117, 311, 313-14, 320-1, 
§97-8, 612, 1127-8 
decline 1006-8, 1127-8 
immigration 330-1, 627, 629 
Jews 658, 1025-6 
National Synod (1581) 367, 371, 373 
Oostkerk 866, 873 
population 113-14, 309, 328-31, 1007, 
1128 
Raad van Vlaanderen 298 
Reformed consistory 820, 927, 930 
riots: (1566) 148, 160 (1650-3) 705, 712, 
719-20 (1672) 801-2, 805, 811 
(1702-4) 963-4 (1747) 1067 
siege (1572-4) 171-2, 180-1 
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and Zeeland politics 200, 202, 215,'281,' 
711-12, 718-19, 728, 777, 816, 827, 
833, 835 
Middelharnis (Holland) 555, 704, 1021 
‘The Avenue Middelharnis’ (Hobbema) 
883 
Mierevelt, Michiel van (1567-1641), 
portraitist $13, §50-1 
Mieris, Frans van (the elder) (1635-81), 
genre painter 350, 877-8, 881, 1051-2. 
Mieris, Willem van (1662-1747), genre 
painter 1051-3 
Mijle, Cornelis van der (1579-1642), 
son-in-law and adviser of 
Oldenbarnevelt 428, 452, 491 
‘Military Revolution’, the, in Republic 3, 
267-71 
in Spanish Neths. 219, 270 
in Sweden and Germany 270-4 
militia, civic (schutterijen): 
organization 121-2, 511, 709, I101-2, 
1109, 1114 
and the Revolt 151, 209, 215-16, 227, 
235, 261, 1098 
(in 1617-18) 424-5, 442, 455-6 
(in 1672) 796-7, 799-801, 803-5, 817, 1105 
(in 1702-8) 963, 965-7, 1103, 1105 
(in 1747-8) 1067, 1073-6 
militia group portraits 122, 456, 549, 551, 
561, 564 
Missio Hollandica, Dutch Catholic Church 
(after 1579), organization 377-85, 
388-9, 535, 637-9, 650-3, 659, 1034-7 
Moded, Herman (d. 1603), Calvinist 
Reformer 102, 164, 236, 239 
Moers, county of (see Map 11), and House 
of Orange 253, 264, 484, $46 
annexed by Prussia (1702) 970, 991 
Momma, Wilhelmus (1642-77), Reformed 
preacher 820, 898 
Mommers, Johannes Mauritius (early 18th 
cent.), Reformed theologian 1032 
monasteries (before 1566) 77-8, 110-11 
Monnikendam (Holland; North Quarter) 
237, 431, 443 (in 1672) 801, 805 
Mons (Hainault) 131, 860, 977-8 Battle 
(1678) 825 siege (1572) 172, 178 
Montano, Benito Arias (1527-98), humanist 
scholar 97 
Montesquieu, Charles Louis de Secondat de 
(1689-1755) 1055, 1060, 1085, 1096, 1104 
Montfoort (Utrecht) 494, 1021, 1107 
Mook, Battle of (14 Apr. 1574) 181, 189, 460 
Moreelse, Paulus (1571-1638), artist regent 
486, 534, 550, 552, 557 
Morteira, Saul Levie (c.1596—1660), 
Sephardic rabbi 916, 1039 
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mud-mills 274 
Muiden castle $78, 799 
‘Muiden Circle’ 578-9 
Minster (city): 
contest with prince-bishop 733, 735-6, 
756, 784 
siege (1534-5) 87-8 
Minster (peace congress, 1642-8) 542-5, 
564, 596-8, 609 
Minster (prince-bishopric) 70, 75, 79, 95; 
262, 366, 391, 785, 970, 1016 
re-Catholicization 385-7, 417-18 
territorial claims in Neths. 733, 735, 
756, 770, 772, 797, 813 
Minster, treaty of (April 1648) 564, 596-7, 
602, 605, 726, 744, 778, 864, 975, 978 
Musch, Cornelis (c.1592-1650), griffier of 
States General! (from 1628) 527, $31, 
$40, 702 
Musschenbroek, Pieter van (1692-1761), 
scientist 1042, 1044, 1050-1 
mythological painting 556-7, 883 


Naarden (Holland) 278, 704, 813, 1021, 
1025 massacre (1572) 178-9 
Namur (city and province) 21, 34, 55, 110, 
$27 
bishopric 142, 746 
Dutch ‘Barrier’ fortress 831, 974, 977-9 
and the Revolt 150, 160, 186-7 
States 186, 1057 
Nantes, Edict of (1598) 254 
Revocation (1685) 646, 840 
Napoleon Bonaparte (1769-1821) 1128-9 
Nassau, Justinus van, governor of Breda 
(1601-25) 266, 300 
Nassau-Dillenburg 139, 161-2, 890 
Nassy, David (late 18th cent.), Sephardic 
writer 1059-60 
Nationa! Assembly, of the Batavian 
Republic 1122-5, 1128-9 
Navigation Act (1651), in England 714-15, 
748, 752, 774 
Navy: 
beginnings 307, 313, 401-2 
command 340, 719, 720-1 
decline (after 1688) 853, 971, 1094-5, 
1100, 1124 
discipline 678-9, 813 
ideological divisions 720-1, 767, 1126 
reorganization (after 1653) 716-17, 767, 
836 
strength 623, 715-17, 767-8, 771, 797, 
813, 843, 850 
wages and compensation 352, 623, 717, 
769 
see also admiralty colleges 
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Neer, Aert van der (1604-77), landscape 
painter 562 
Neercassel, Johannes van, Catholic Vicar- 
General (1661-86) 651-3 
Negapatnam, see Coromandel Coast 
neighbourhood watches 680 
Nény, Patrice-Francois (1713-84), govt.: 
official in Brussels 1054-5, 1057 
neoclassicism in architecture, Belgian 1090 
Neostoicism 269-70, 372-3, 411-12, 566-9 
Netscher, Caspar (c.1635-84), artist 767, 
878 : 
Neuenahr (Nieuwenaar), Adolf, Count of 
(1545-89), Stadholder of Gelderland 
(1583-9), Utrecht and Overijssel 224, 
236-7, 292, 301-3 
New Amsterdam (New York) 766, 934 
see also New Netherland 
‘New Bishoprics’ scheme, see bishoprics 
New Netherland: 
colonization 766, 934, 936, 950 
Jews 956 
seized by English 752, 766, 774 
toleration 955-6 
New Zealand, discovery of 331 
newspapers, in the Patriot Revolution 
1100-2, 1106-8, 1110, 1113-14 
Newton, Sir Isaac (1642-1727) 1042-4, 1047 
Niclaes, Hendrik (1502-80), founder of ° 
House of Love (Familists) 53, 97-8, 103 
Nicodemism 83, 90, 94, 141, 372, 910 
nieuwe middelen (new means) 132-3 . 
Nieuwentyt, Bernard (1654-1718), early 
Enlightenment writer 1041-2, 1062 
Nieuwpoort (Flanders): Battle of (2 July 
1600) 258-9, 507 
Spanish garrison 213, 242, 259, 974, 977 
Nijkerk (Gelderland; Arnhem Quarter) 
1025, 1027 
Nijmegen (city) (Gelderland): 
(before 1572) 9, 68, 75, 83 
Catholics (after 1591) 643-4, 689, 1023 
garrison 264, 492, 613, 616 
Illustre School 615-16, 891, 895 
Jews 1027 
population 114, 332, 613-14, 616, 629 
provincial politics 68, 427, 444, 493-4, 
616, 964-7 
raad 444, 494, 706 
and the Revolt 150, 191-2, 386 
Nijmegen (quarter) (see Map 4) 68, 150, 
283, 341, 616 
Arminianism 383, 427, 433, 435, 464, 468 
role in provincia! politics 427, 444, 
493-4, 616, 964-7 
Nijmegen (peace congress, 1677-8) 824-7, 
829-30, 841, 844, 885 
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Nine Years War (1688-97) 741, 851-3, 
859-60 
economic effects, in Republic 616, 
619-21, 630, 810, 818-19, 822, 858-9, 
1128 
Nonsuch, treaty of (20 Aug. 1585) 219-20, 
223, 228, 235, 293, 405 
Noodt, Gerard (1647-1725), jurist 674, 
962-3, 964, 1104 
Noot, Hendrik van der (1731~1827), 
anti-Josephist revolutionary leader. . 
1116-17 
North Quarter, of Holland 225, 617-18, 944 
admiralty college 236-7, 295-6. 
Catholics (after 1572) 364, 1021 
demographic decline 619-20 
Gecommitteerde Raden 237, 280, 1068 
VOC chamber 321, 1127. 
WIC chamber 326 
Norway, see Denmark-Norway ©. 
Nova Zeelandia (western Guyana) 98°: 
Novennial Aid (1558) 136 


Obdam, Jacob van Wassenaer, baron van 
(1610-66), Holland noble and admiral 
705, 707, 721-3, 736, 768 
Ochtervelt, Jacob (1634-82), genre painter 
883 
Odijk (Utrecht) 689, 1021 
Odijk, Willem Adriaen van Nassau, heer 
van (1632-1705), son of Beverweert, 
representative of the First Noble of. 
Zeeland (1668-1702) 793, 826-7, 835,. 
886-7, 961 
old-age homes 355-7, 784 
‘Old Catholic’ Church-(Jansenist) 1036-7 
Oldambt, district subject to city of 
Groningen (see Map 8) 65, 248 
Oldenbarnevelt, Johan van (1547-1619), 
Advocate of Holland (1586-1618): 
church policy 370, 393-4, 422-5, 428-30 
and Counter-Remonstrants 382, 424-7, 
431-4, 443-5 
eee 394, 433-9, 450-60, 466, 522, 
789 
early career 165, 221, 223, 229-30 
execution 459, 488-9, 765 
opposes Leicester 221-30, 234 
personality 223, 236, 369 
political achievement (1586-1609) 
234-40, 244, 247, 250, 252-5, 257-9, 
261, 270, 279, 293, 297, 299-300, 303, 
306, 321, 334, 399-400, 428 — 
posthumous influence 477, 479, 
488-500, 510, 514, 597, 608, 727, 777, 
962, 1032, 1086-7, 1099, 1101 
and Twelve Years’ Truce 326, 401-9, 421 
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Oldenzaal (Overijssel; Twenthe sauartee) 
621, 720, 1022 
under Spain (1580-97 1605-26) 208, 
244, 253, 261-3, 377, 499 
Olivares, Count-Duke of, chief minister of 
Philip IV (1622-43), and the Dutch 
411, 482, 497, 499, 508, 517, 528-9, 
$30, 537, 540 
Ommelands (Groningen) 65, 248-50 
Jonkers (nobles) 60, 108-10, 151, 17, 
201, 244, 338, 735 
quarters (Fivelingo, Hunsingo, and 
Westerkwartier; see Map 8) 65, 248, 
734-5 
and the Revolt 151, 201, 206-7, 243-4 
rivalry with city of Groningen 66, 244, 
248, 250, 257, 467, 728-9, 734-5, 821, 
823-4, 831 
and States of Groningen (Stad-en 
Lande) 248, 250, 289, 833 
Oostergo, Frisian quarter (see Map 8) 190, 
228-9, 235, 281, 831 
Oosters, branch of Dutch language 72-3 
optics 582, 903-4, 1043 
Orange, principality of (southern France) 
37, 96, 161, $46, 835 
Orange-Nassau, House of, dynastic status 
26, 35, 37, 107, 139, $37-8, 546, 596, 
707, 722, 725, 749, 776, 842, 970, 991-2 
Orangism, as political ideology 569, 604, 
608, 660, 664, 720, 785-6: 
organs, controversy over 694-5. 
Orobio de Castro, Isaac (1620-87), 
Sephardic anti-Spinozist writer 674, 
922, 1039 
orphanages 355-6, 631, 661, 784, 869 
Ostend (Flanders) 104, 497, 977 
Calvinism 104, 388 
commerce 117, 313-14, 743, 1088 
English garrison (1586-1604) 229, 
237-8, 260 
lighthouse 1088, 1090 
proposed Dutch annexation 778, 780-1 
siege (1601-4) 258-60 
Spanish garrison (1620s) 498 
Ostend Company, see East India trade; 
Flemish 
Ostens; Jacob (1630-78), Collegiant leader 
790, 792 
Ottoman empire, the 138, 155, 183, 405-7, 
577, 830, 843 
Oudaen, Joachim (1628-92), Collegiant 
poet 792, 857 
Ouderwetse Nederlandsche Patriot, Orangist 
newspaper 1086, 1110-12 
Oudewater (Holland) 380, 641, 1021 
Arminianism 438, 469, 492 
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Oudewater (Holland) (cont.): 
and the Revolt 175, 189 
and States of Holland 175, 278, 704 
Outrein, Johannes d’ (1662-1722), 
Reformed theologian 668, 1031 
Overijssel 9, 11-12 
Anabaptism 1029 
Anninianism 427, 433, 435, 445, 464 
Catholics (after 1580) 384-5, 642-3, 
1022, 1029, 1037 
conquest and reorganization by Charles V 
55, 61-2, 66, 72 
Delegated States 282, 289, 525 
early Protestantism 81-2, 94-5, 103 
Hof 66, 204-5, 208 
Jews 1029 
population 336, 621, 633, 1030, 1029 
provincial quota $5, 286-9 
reglement (1675) 815, 817, 836, 1072, 
1077, 1086, 1105 
and the Revolt 177-8, 201, 203-5 
ridderschap (nobility) 110, 1§7, 208, 
338-40, 427, 445, 634, 705, 724, 728 
rural poverty 633-4, 1017-18 
Spain, favours peace with (1607-48) 
403, 467-8, 508, 517, 522 
stadholderate 190, 301-3, 539, 706-7, 
720, 728-30, 734, 963, 989, 1069 
States: (before 1591) 66, 134, 144, 
198-9, 211, 217, 223, 226-7, 244-6; 
(after 1591) 252, 282, 292, 403, 445-6, 
489, 493, $08, $25, 706-7, 720, 724, 
728-9, 733-4 751, 755-6, 835 
Synod 368, 914 
Overkwartier (Roermond Quarter of 
Gelderland), see Upper Gelderland 
Overmaas (Limburg) 545, 596, 599, 658, 
756, 758, 783, 785, 826, 1094 
Dutch-Spanish partition treaty (Dec. 
1661) 758 


Paape, Gerrit (1752-98), Patriot journalist 
1109-10 
pachters (tax-farmers collecting excises) 
289-91, 1072-4 
Pacification of Ghent (8 Nov. 1576) 185-6, 
190, 200, 202, 204-§, 215 
Paets, Adriaen (1631-86), Rotterdam regent 
and champion of toleration 395, 638, 
789-90, 792, 804, 825, 834, 858, 912, 922 
Palatinate, the: 
Dutch intervention in (1618-22) 465-6, 
469, 471, 479, 483 
supports Revolt 161, 273 
pamphlets and pamphleteers: 
during the Revolt 153-4, 162, 210-11, 
256; (in 1613-18) 438-9; (in 1628-33) 
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495-6, 508, 510-11; (in 1647-50) $98, 
604-5, 608; (in 1653-4) 718; (in 1672) 
796, 802; (in 1685-97) 646, 856 
Papacy, the: 
and the Netherlands 49, $1-2, 62, 74, 
82, 100, 143, 256, 362, 366, 385, 388, 
418, 528, $45, 586, 651-3, 745 (after 
1702) 1034-6, 1054, 1056 
Paramaribo (Surinam) 774, 1058, 1060 
printing 1060 
Parival, Jean de (1605-69), wine-dealer and 
writer 627, 678, 760, 868 
Parma, Alexander Farnese, duke of 
(1543-92), governor-general of Spanish 
Neths. (1578-92) 196, 203, 206, 208, 
210-12, 214, 216, 219, 229, 233-4, 242, 
340, 386, $16, 740 
Patriot revolutionary movement 1085-7, 
1093, 1096, 1098-115, 1119-23, 1127 
Paulus, Pieter (1754-96), Patriot leader 
1086, 1109-10 
Pauw, Amsterdam regent family 343, 346, 
555 
Adriaen.(d. 1578) 159 
Reinier (1564-1636) 319, 345, 432, 434, 
443, 448, 452, 454, 456-8, 460, 468, 
475» 479, 481, 487-8 
Adriaen (1585-1653) Pensionary of 
Holland (1631-6 and 1651-3), 455, 
$18-19, $22-3, $25, $27, 530-1, 544-4, 
564, $95, 602, 604, 609, 719, 880 
peat-digging 108, 112, 115, 310, 1016 
Peckius, Petrus (1562-1625), Chancellor of 
Brabant 472-3, 482-4, 762, 764 
Pekela, Old and New (Groningen) 1024, 
1027 
Pelagianism 423, 425, 440, 500 
Pensionary of Holland (office) 454-5, 480, 
518, $22, 526, 530-1 
people, the: 
in Patriot Revolution 1095-7, 1099-112, 
Ig 
in politics 788; (in 1672) 796, 800-2, 
804, 809, 816-18, 832-3; (in 1702-8) 
963-7, 1103, 1105; (in 1747-50) 
1067-77, 1085-6, 1102, 1105 
periodicals, in the Enlightenment 1040, 
1042, 1045-7, 1055-6, 1064 
Perpetual Edict, the (5 Aug. 1667) 4, 791-2, 
794, 801-2, 814 
Pere, Van der, Zeeland regent family 159 
proprietorships in the Caribbean 950-1 
Pesser, Rotterdam regent family 394, 801, 804 
Peter the Great, Tsar of Russia (in Holland 
1697-8 and 1717) 2, 884, 906-7, 1044-5 
Petri, Cunerus (c.1530-80), bishop of 
‘Leeuwarden (1§70~8) 165,. 190 
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Philip of Burgundy, prince-bishop of 
Utrecht (1517-24) 60, 81-2 

Philip the Good (1396-1467), duke of 
Burgundy and ruler of Burgundian 
ee (1419-67) 21-7, 32, 37, 41, $5, 
21 ' 


Philip I of Habsburg, the ‘Fair’ (1478-1506) 
ruler of the Netherlands (1493-1506) 
29-30, 32-3, 63, 75, 138 

Philip IT (1527~98), king of Spain and the 
Americas, ruler of Habsburg Neths. 
(1555-98): European strategy 130, 
136-7, 155, 183, 234, 237, 241-2, 253-§ 

‘resides in the Neths. (1555-9) 135-9 

returns to Spain (1559) 137, 139-40 

and the Revolt 30-1, 165-6, 183-91, 
194; 206, 209-10, 212, 219, 254, 362 

trade embargo against Dutch (1585-90) 
309-11, 318-19, 400 

views on religious crisis in the Neths. 
74, 100-1, 137, 139, 141, 143, 145, 153, 
155, 165-6 

18th cent. views of 1086, 1098, 1104, 
1117-18 

Philip II, king of Spain (1598-1621) 254, 
256, 262, 270, 312, 400-1, 404, 408-9, 469 

Philip IV, king of Spain (1621-65) 482, 
506-7, $17, $42, 596, 739, 741 

Philip V, king of Spain (1700-46) 969, 972, 


974-8 

Philips Willem (1554-1618), eldest son of 
William the Silent, Prince of Orange 
(1584), knight of the Golden Fleece 
(1599) 157, 298-300, 450 

Philips, Dirk (1504-68), Anabaptist leader 
91-3, 396-7 

philosophy, States of Holland edict on (30 
Sept. 1656) 894, 916 

physico-theology 1041-2, 1062-3 

physics 1042-3 

Picart, Bernard (1673-1733), Huguenot 
engraver 1040, 1048 

pilgrimages, views about 48, 78, 123 

Pinto, Isaac de (1717-87), Sephardic 
Enlightenment writer 1002, 1008, 1060, 
1063-4, 1078-9, 1096 

Placard ‘For the Peace of the Church’ 
(1614) 430-2, 434, 439 

pee ere 329, 375, 484, 624-5, 693, 


Plancius, Petrus (1552-1622), Reformed 
preacher and geographer 374-5, 392, 
425, 434, 458 

Plantin, Christopher (c.1520-89), Antwerp 
printer 97, 567, 570 

Plessis-Mornay, Philippe du (1549-1623), 
Huguenot political writer 210-11 
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‘Plooierijen’, Gelderland disturbances of 
1702-8 964-7, 989 
Ploos van Amstel, Adriaen (1585-1639), 
presides over States of Utrecht (after 
1618) 451, 458, 466, 479, 493, 525, 527 
Poelenburgh, Cornelis van (1586-1667), : 
artist 486, 534, 558, 563 
Poland, compared with United Provinces 
501 
politiques, and politique attitudes, during the 
Revolt 96, 140-1, 162, 183, 203, 205, 
372-3, 468, 481, 487, 489, 491, 567-9 
Polyander, Johannes (early 17th cent.), 
Leiden theology professor 430 
Pomeroon (western Guyana) 774, 950 
Pomponne, Simon Arnauld, marquis de 
(1618-99), French diplomat 783-4, 799 
Pondicherry (India), occupied by Dutch 
(1693-9) 860-1 
poor-relief 123-4, 353-60, 1012, 1017 
Poppen, Amsterdam merchant family 345, 
347, 555 
Jan (1545-1616) 319, 347-8 
Jacob 347 
population: 
of Austrian Neths. 1011 
of early Habsburg Neths. 14-15 
of Republic 5, 620, 1011, 1029 
Porcellis, Jan (1584-1632), marine painter 
560 
Portland Bill, Battle of (18-20 Feb. 1653) 
716, 720 Plate 20 
Portugal: 
Dutch trade with 117, 325, 403-4, 
713-14, 727 
Dutch war with (1657-61) 738, 753, 757-8 
Post, Pieter (1608-69), architect 347, 546, 
554, 865-6, 868-73, 881 
Post van den Neder-Rhijn, Patriot news- 
paper 1099-101 
Pot, Hendrik (c.1585-1657), artist 460 
potato farming 985, 1005, 1015 
Potter, Paulus (1625-54), artist 460 
poverty 123-4, 353-60, 631-6, 999, 1011-18 
Pragmatic Sanction of Charles V (1548-9) 
64, 69 
prayers for the state, ideological controversy 
over (1663-4) 760-3 
preachers, Reformed, system of appointing 
370, 839 
Price, Richard (1723-91), English political 
writer 1075, 1085, 1096, 1103 
privateers, Dutch 679, 721-2, 773, 812 
Prie, Ercole di Turinetti, marquis de, 
lieutenant of Eugene of Savoy in 
Brussels 980-1 
Priestley, Joseph 1075, 1085, 1103 
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propaganda: 
in the Glorious Revolution 849-50, 856-7 


medals (jetons) 190, 260, 369, 403, 597; "' 


705 
of the Revolt 153-4, 162, 185, 256, 439 
prostitution 265, 268, 475, 614, 662, 680, 
682-3, 691-2, 697-8 
Protestant Union (German): 465, 469, 479 
Prussia, and the Low Countries (after 1702) 
959, 962, 968, 970-1, 973, 979-80, 
990-1, 1002, 1005, 1091, 1094, 1113-14, 
1117-18: 
public debt, see bonds 
Puerto Rico 325, 944 
purges of city governments: 
by William the Silent 343-4 
by Maurits (1618-19) 452-4, 459, 481 
by William III (1672-4) 804-6, 808-11, 
814-15, 817 
by William IV (1747-8) 1069-70, 1072, 
1075-7 
by William V (1787) 1114 
Purmermeer and Purmer Polder 11, 17, 
284, 872 
Purmerend (Holland; North Quarter), in 
provincial politics 237, 431, 441, 517, 
752, 768, 801, 805 
Pyrenees, treaty of (Nov. 1659), impact on 
Low Countries 739-41, 748, 758 
pyrometer 1042 


Quakers 588-9, 639-40, 654 

in Friesland 914 

in New Netherland 956 
Quellinus, Artus (1609-68), sculptor 868, 880 
quotas, provincial 285-9, 986, 988, 1114-15 


Raad der Colonien in de West-Indien 
(Council of the Colonies in the West 
Indies) (1792) 1115 

Raad van Brabant (Council of Brabant) 299 

Raad van State (Council of State), in The 
Hague 217, 220, 223-5, 228, 235, 
238-9, 242, 244, 252-3, 256, 285, 287, 
293-4, 297-300, 498, $46, 574, 603, 
606, 658 

(after 1650) 709, 730, 751, 776, 791-3, 
822, 831, 836, 967, 987-8, 991 

Raad van Viaanderen (Council of Flanders) 
(established in 1599, at Middelburg) 
298 

Raap, Daniel (mid-18th cent.), political 
agitator 1070-1, 1075 

Rabus, Petrus, early Enlightenment 
journalist 924, 928, 932 

Raesfelt, van, Overijssel noble family 340, 
445, 730 M 


Index 


Raey, Johannes de (1622-1707), professor :. 
of philosophy 890-1, 894 
Ramillies, Battle of (23 May 1706) 973, 


977 
Ramus, Petrus (1515-72), Huguenot ~ 
thinker 582 
Randwijk, Amold van (1574-1641), 
Gelderland noble and confidant of 
Maurits 451, 466, 471, 493 
rape and sexual assault 268, 680-1, 685. 
Ravenstein, lordship of (see Map 4) 70-1, 
341, 387, 990 
Reael, Laurens Jacobsz. (1536-1601), 
Amsterdam regent 151, 159, 164, 324, 
374 
Recife (Pernambuco) 327, 934-5, 945-6: 
Redelinghuys, J. H. (late 18th cent.), - 
political agitator 1060-1 
rederijkerskamers, see Chambers of Rhetoric 
Rees (Cleves), occupied by Dutch (1614-72) 
797, 949 
regents, as social group 125-8, 158-9, 222, 
-341-5, 369, 372-5, 454, 466, 598, 675, 
808, 1007-8, 1016-17, 1108 
Regius, Henricus (1598-1679), professor of’ 
medicine 584-5, 890-1 
Reimerswal (Zeeland), flooded 112. loses. 
representation in States 280-1 
Rembrandt van Rijn (1606-69) 237, 261, 
350-1 483, 486, 513, 557, 560-1, 564, 
rt) 
commissions for Frederik Hendrik ‘§23, 
534, 561, 564 
lifestyle 561, 685, 879 
‘posthumous reputation 882, 885 
Remonstrance, the (July 1610) 425 
Remonstrant Church (after 1619) 390, 
394-5, 462-3, 487, 490-2, 494-6, 
499-505, 512-13, 638, 654-5,.709, 804, 
810, 909-10, 1028-9, 1040 
number of preachers 1110 
Rengers, Ommelander jonker family 60, 
734-5. 
Osebrand Jan (mid-17th cent.) 711, 734 
Rennenberg, Georges de Lalaing, Count of 
(1540-81), Stadholder (from 1576) of 
Friesland, Groningen, Drenthe, and 
Overijssel 190, 204, 206-8, 211, 301-4 
republican ideas 215, 218, 233, 421-2, 675, 
700, 786-92, 809-10, 816, 854, 857, 
861, 1103~4, ILII 
anti-republican ideas 411-12, $67, 700 
Requesens, Don Luis de, governor-general 
of Spanish Neths. (1573-6) 183-5, 740° 
Revolt against Philip II, Patriot and 
anti-Patriot views of 1098-11, 1103-4, 
1116, 1118, 1124 
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Reynst; Amsterdam regent family: 481 
Gerard (1599-1658) 324, 750, 866 
Gerrit (d. 1615) governor-general of the 

Dutch East Indies 346 

Rheinberg (electorate of Cologne) (see Map- 
11), Strategic significance 241, 253, 261, 
498, 540, 783, 785, 797 

Rhenen (Utrecht) 494, 643, 1021 

Rhine river traffic 244, 478, 496, 614 

‘rich trades’, structural importance of 

310-21, 348-51, 549-50, 556, 610-12, 
619, 622-33, 713-15, 727, 810, 903, 
990, 993-5, 998-1003, 1013 

Richelieu, Armand Jean du Plessis, Cardinal 

de (1585-1642) 515, §21, §24, 527-8, 
540, 778-9 
Riebeeck, Jan van, foundet of Cape 
Colony, first governor of South Africa 
* (1652-62) 627, 938 
Ries, Hans de (1553-1638), Mennonite 
preacher 398, 672 

Rijnsburg (Holland) 395 
nunnery 78 
Rijnsburgers, see Collegiants 

Rijswijk (Holland) 435, 438 palace (Huis 

ter Nieuburch) (see Plate 14) 534, 860 
Peace (1697) 859-61 
road-building 1088-9 
Robles, Don Caspar de, Stadholder of 
Friesland (1572-6) 171, 177, 189, 304 
Rode, Hinne (early 16th cent.), Protestant 
Reformer 184-6 
Roéll, Herman Alexander (1635-1718), 
Reformed theologian 898-9, 910, 916, 
931-2, 1030, 1032 
Roermond (city) (Upper Gelderland) 93, 
I 
anipexed tb vhs Republic (1713) §27, 
970, 980, 990, 1027, 1122 
bishopric 142, 144, 165-6, 651 
and the Revolt 155, 199 
under Spain (1572-1702) 498, 515-16, 540 
Roermond Quarter (Overkwartier), see 
Upper Gelderland 
Roman, Jacob (1640-1715), architect 885-6 
Roorda, Carel (late 16th cent.), leader of 
Frisian noble faction 201, 228, 235-6, 
245-6, 288, 302 
Roordists 248, 252, 258, 306 
Rosaeus, Henricus (d. 1637), Reformed 
preacher 435, 438, 500, 528 
Rossum, Maarten van (early 16th cent.), 
military leader 61, 64 
Rotgans, Lucas (1654-1710), poet 857 
Rotterdam (Holland): 
(before 1572) 16, 25, 30 
admiralty college (Maas) 296, 850 
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Arminianism 382, 394-5, 429, 431,.443, 
448, 458, 462-3, 468, 487-8, 499 
- art and architecture 865, 870, 876 
Catholics (after 1572) 361, 377, 379-80, 
382, 394-5, 641, 1020, 1037 
city govt. 126, 343, 392-3, 453, 487, 
494, 606, 722-3, 768, 806, 834, 1108-9 
commerce 311, 334, 614, 785, 1001 
Erasmus, statue of 392-3, 514 
Huguenots 629 
Jews 658, 1020, 1025 
Lutherans 375, 672, 1023 
‘Old Catholics’ 1037 
population 16, 114, 328, 621, 625, 1007, 
1028 
Reformed:consistory 923, 927-9 
Remonstrantism (after 1630) 494, 
654-5, 1028-9. 
and the Revolt 172, 175, 343 
Tiots 720, 800-1, 803-4, 854-8 (in 1747) ° 
1067, 1070 
Spain, favours peace with (1622-48) 
$09, 512, 517, §21-2 
VOC chamber 321, 1127 
WIC chamber 326 
Rousseau, Jean Jacques (1712-78) 1060, 
1103-4 
Rousset de Missy, Jean (d. 1762) Huguenot 
journalist 1048-9, 1069-71, 1074 
Rovenius, Philip (1574-1651), Catholic 
Vicar-General 377-8, 381-4, 391 
Rubens, Pieter Paul (1577-1640): 
art 415-17, 747-8, 881 
diplomacy 474, 486, 516, 529-30, 534 
Rudolph II, Holy Roman Emperor 
(1§76-1612) 260, 271 
Ruisdael, Jacob van (1628-82), landscape 
painter 350, 397, 563, 874-5 
Rumphius, Everard (c.1627-1702), ‘Pliny of 
the Indies’, botanist 908-9, 1043 
Russia: Dutch trade with 312, 611 
decline 1002 
Ruyl, Aelbert (mid-17th cent.), Pensionary 
of Haarlem 607, 723 
Ruysch, Frederik (1638-1731), anatomist 
884, 907, 1044-5 
Ruysch, Rachel (1664-1750), flower painter 
884, 907, 1045 
Ruysdael, Salomon van (1602-70), 
landscape painter 397, 560 
Ruyter, Michiel de (1607-76), admiral 679, 
716, 720, 736, 738, 767, 771-4, 797; 
812, 880-1 
tomb (New Church, Amsterdam) 881 


Saba (Dutch Antilles) 774, 934, 951 
sabbath observance 475, 662-4, 691, 697, 708 
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Saenredam, Pieter (1597-1665), painter of 
churches 350, 562, 750, 873-4 
St Eustatius (Dutch Antilles) 774, 934, 945; 
951, 1096-7 
Saint-Evremond, Charles de (1616-1703) 
682, 685 
St James Day Fight (1666) 773 
St Nicholas Day feasting 475-6, 697 
Saint Quentin, Battle (1557) 136-7 
St Thomas (Caribbean) 944 
Salland Quarter (Overijssel) 368, 384, 617, 
621, 643 
salt-refining 313-14, 744, 1000 
salt trade 313-14, 478, 779, 784 
Salmasius (de Saumaise), Claude 
(1588-1653), humanist scholar 579-80 
Santo Domingo 325, 409, 743, 944 
Saravia, Adrianus (c.1532-1613), Calvinist 
Reformer 230, 571 
Sas van Gent (Flanders), fortress town 498, 
544, 600, 997 
Savery, Roelant (1576-1639), artist 550 
Savoy, duke of, see Emanuele Filiberto 
Scaliger, Joseph (1540-1609), humanist 
scholar 502, 575-6, 79-82, 686 
Schaffer, Goosen (early 17th cent.), 
political figure in Groningen 458, 493, 
508, 527 
Schalcken, Gottfried (1643-1706), artist 
878, 884 
Scheldt estuary, 9-12 
Dutch control (after 1572) 171-2, 242, 
253, 257, 260, 262-3, 307, 974, 1122 
maritime restrictions at 403, 413, 419, 
473-4, 478, 496, 518, 527-8, 532, 
542-3, 597, 744, 778, 969, 972-4, 978, 
981, 1087, 1122 
Schenck von Tautenburg, Georg (d. 1540), 
Stadholder of Friesland (1521-40) 
63-4, 88, 304 
Schenkenschans (Cleves): 
Dutch garrison 264, 799 
ae significance 529-30, 540, 783, 


Schepenen (eschevins), civic magistrates 
125-6 
Schermer Polder (see Map 2) 11, 334 
Schiedam (Holland) 175, 431 
distilleries 1008, 1016, 1126, 1128 
iM provincial politics 509, 605 
riots (1672) 801, 805 
Schieringers, Frisian party-faction 20, 33, 59 
Schimmelpenninck, Zutphen regent family 
344 
Schimmelpenninck, Rutger Jan (1761-1825), 
Pensionary of the Batavian Republic 
(1805-6) 1104, 1128-9 
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Schimmelpenninck van der Oye, Baron 
Andreas (1715-76) 1082-3 
schools, village and elementary §99, 
686-90, 1125 
Schoock, Maarten (1614-69), professor of.‘ . 
philosophy 584-6 
Schoonhoven (Holland) 380, 641, 1021. 
ites 443, 452, 456, 468-9, al 


and the Revolt 175: 
town government 506, 509, 515, 606, 
752, 768, 791, 799, 805 
Schooten, Frans van (1615-66), 
mathematician 586, 890 
Schrevelius, Dirk (1572-1653), Latin school 
rector 457 
Schurman, Anna Maria van (1607-78) 671 © 
Schwenckfeld, Caspar.von (1489-1561), 
German Spiritualist 90, 96-7, 98, 588 
science 568, 582-7, 590, 666, 902-9, 1040-5, 
1050-1, 1055 
Scorel, Jan van (1495-1562), artist 48, 77, 
8 


54 
Scribani, Carlos (1561-1629), Jesuit writer 
419 
Scriverius, Petrus (1580-1655), humanist 
scholar 556, 576 
Sea-Beggars 160, 162, 164, 170-1, 177, 180, 
340 
seamen: 
discipline on board 679-80 
homes for aged 355 
recruitment and numbers 330, 623-4, 
627, 939, 942-3 
ships’ carpenters 352 
ships’ cooks 352 
wages 352, 717 
Secret Council (Brussels) 35-7, 745, 983, 


1054 
Segovia, Philip II’s letters from 145 
Sephardim 376-7, 657-8, 867, 1013, 1025, 
1069 


see also Jews 

Serrarius, Petrus (1600-69), Spiritualist 
chiliast 588-90, 913, 919 

servants, in Dutch society 1-2, 678, 686, 
1126 

Sharp Resolution, the (4 Aug. 1617) 441-3 

ship-building 310, 314, 316, 478, 617-18, 
626, 1001 Hoorn 48 Zaan 1000-2, 


1009 

ship-owning 118 

silk-industry 629-30, 999, IOI0, 1014 

Sittard 70, §15 

Slade, Matthew (early 17th cent.), 
Counter-Remonstrant polemicist 
428-9, 450 
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slave trade 754, 934, 936, 943-6, 951, 969 -- 
Slingelandt, Govaert van, Pensionary of 
Dordrecht (1653-64) 755, 866 
Slingelandt, Simon van, Pensionary of 
Holland (1727-36) 455, 986-8, 991-4, 
1080, 1104, 1114 
Sluis (Flanders): 
Calvinism 260, 388, 1023 
strategic significance 242, 260, 298 Plate 7 
Smout (Smoutius), Adriaen (1580-1646), 
Reformed preacher 491, 494, 500, 
$10-11, 673 
Sneek (Friesland) 34, 101, 629, 642, 1109 
and the Revolt 153, 155, 177-8, 201, 207 
Snellius, Rudolf (1546-1613), mathematician 
582-3 
Snellius, Willibrord (1580-1626), math-. 
ematician 582 
Socinianism 423, 425, 428, 440-1, 500, 638, 
640, 649, 653, 672, 697, 708, 909-16, 1040 
provincial anti-Socinian decrees 
(1651-5) 708, 910-12, 915, 923 
Solebay, Battle of (6 June 1672) 797 - 
Sonnius, Franciscus (1507-76), Catholic 
Reformer and first bishop of 
’s-Hertogenbosch 99-100, 143-4, 165 
Sonoy, Diederik (1529-97), Beggar leader 
173, 175, 230, 236 
Sound, Danish, the 406, 721, 736, 772 
South Africa: 
colonized by VOC 325, 627, 938-9, 946, 
948, 952, 955, 1059-61, 1085, 1123, 1127 
Huguenots 627. 
Jews 1059 
Lutherans 1059 
sovereignty, in the United Provinces 276~7, 
446-7, 450, 458-9, 472, 505, 603, 608, 
bes 733, 761-4, 792, 816-17, 824, 834, 
987 
the Archdukes and 255, 400-1, 472 
Philip TI 400-1, 408 
Philip IV 508, 542-3 
Spaendonck, Gerard van (1746-1822), 
flower painter 1053 
Spanheim, Frederik (1632-1701), Reformed 
theologian 896-7 
Spanish and Spanish America trade 312-13, 
316, 403-4, 610-12, 619, 622, 713-15, 
727, 969, 972-3, 998 
Speelman, Cornelis, governor-general of the 
Dutch East Indies (1681-4) 324, 949 
Spiegel, Laurens Pieter van de (1736-1800), 
Pensionary of Holland (1787-95) 455, 
§67-8, 1114-15, 1122 
Spinola, Ambrogio (1569-1630), 
commander of army of Flanders 
(1603-28) 340, 387-8 
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strategy: (1603-6) 258, 260-2, 265, 270, 
401-2, 407-8 (1621-8) 482-5, 507 
Spinoza, Benedict (Baruch) de (1632-77) 
518, 590, 640, 684, 770, 904-5, 916-27, 
1042 
critique of revealed religion 640, 684, 
787, 918, 920, 1047 
and Dutch toleration 4, 677, 917 
immortality of the soul 675 
impact in Germany 932-3 
influence on the Enlightenment 
1039-40, 1047-9 
microscopes 905 
Satan and devils denied 925, 927, 932 
Ethics (1677) 916, 918, 921, 924 
Short Treatise (Korte Verhandeling ) 
916-17 
Tractatus Theologico-Politicus (1670) 
787, 789-90, 916, 920-2, 924 
stadholderate, as institution 223-4, 286-7, 
294, 300-6, 446, 486, 489-90, 537-9, 
541, 546, 597, 700-2, 707, 731, 757; 
791-2, 801-2, 826, 1067-8, 1071 
Stadtlohn, Battle of (6 Aug. 1623) 483-4 
stamp duty 285, 485 
States Bible 461, 579, 599-600, 927 
States Brabant 252, 290-1, 297-300, 341, 
$19, 599-601, 710-11, 808, 1024, 1026, 
1029, 1124 
Arminianism 427-8 
Catholicism 378, 387-8, 600-1, 658-60; 
1029 
States Flanders 252, 297-300, 378, 388, 
599-600, 785, 997, 1023-4, 1029, 1094, 
1122 
States General (Burgundian and early 
Habsburg) 21, 39-40, 136, 167, 292 
States General (Brussels—Antwerp, 1576-83) 
185-8, 189-91, 193-6, 198-202, 209-10, 
214, 281, 285 
States General, of the southern Neths. (after 
1585) 410, 516-19, §22, T117-18 
States General, of the United Provinces: 
(to 1618) 214, 220, 225, 227, 238-9, 
244-5, 252, 276-7, 333-4, 424, 446-7 
(1618-50) 472-3, 500-1, 508-9, 515, 
517-19, 521-2, 534, $42, 545-6, 601, 
603, 605-7 
(1650-72) 703, 706-13, 721, 730-3, 792, 


794 

(1672-1702) 814-15, 817, 819, 821, 824, 
826, 834-5, 850, 859-60 

(after 1702) 962, 985-8, 995-6, 1061, 
1077, 1115 

committees 493, 526-7, 540, 542 

deputies ‘in the field’ 258, 513, 517, 525, 
770, 794, 822, 971-2 
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States General, of the United Provinces (cont.): 
griffier 239, 527 
majority voting 446-7, 596-7, 733, 
753-4, 792, 794, 826, 834-5, 987-8 
Steenbergen, lordship of (see Map 10) 
298-9, 507, 600 
Steenwijk (Overijssel; Vollenhove Quarter): 
Catholics (after 1592) 381, 384, 1023 
siege (1592) 245 
strategic significance 212, 233, 244, 261, 
264 
Steinfurt, Calvinist enclave in Miinsterland 
(see Map 11) 95, 386 
Stel, Simon van der, governor of South 
Africa (1679-99) 938 
Stellenbosch (South Africa) 938 
Stermond, Jacobus (1612-65), Reformed 
preacher 601, 717 
Stevin, Simon (1548-1620), scientist 263, 
273, 372, 373, 567-8, 575, 581-3 
Steyn, Haarlem regent family 487 
Steyn, Pieter, Pensionary of Holland 
(1749-72) 455, 1080, 1093 
still life painting 560, 562, 875, 882-3, 10§2 
street-lighting 2, 681-2 
Stouppe, J. B., governor of Utrecht 
(1672-3) 639-40, 642, 675, 808, 921, 1047 
strikes, industnal 1014 
Stuyvesant, Pieter, governor of New 
Netherland (1647-64) 955-6 
sugar-refining: 
at Amsterdam 309, 348, 478, 611-12, 
626, 631, 779, 998, roor 
at Antwerp 116, 309 
Sumatra (Dutch East Indies) 939, 1127 
Sunday schools 414-15, 745 
Surinam: 
Catholics 1058 
colonization 774, 938, 950, 10§8, II15 
commerce 945-6 
Jews 9§5, 1013, 1025, 1060 
Labadists 670 
Lutherans 1058 
Patriot movement 1062, 1127 
study of natural history 1053, 1060 
Swammerdam, Jan (1637-1680), scientist 
905-7, 1044 
Swanenburg, Isaac van (1538-1614), regent 
artist §51-2 
swearing 662, 692 
Sweden, Dutch relations with 270-1, 274-5, 
$19, §21, 736, 738, 781, 825, 829, 851, 
902, 1002, 1005, 1013 
Sweelinck, Jan Pietersz. (d. 1621), 
. composer 694 
Swieten, Van, Holland noble family. 174, 339 
Adriaen (1532-84) 174, 132 
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Swieten, Gerard van (1700-72), adviser to 
Maria Theresa 1044, 1055, 10§7, 1060 
Switzerland, compared with Dutch 
Republic 74, 333, 527, 608, 667, 706, 
759, 778, 1099 
Sworn Councils (Gezworen gemeenten) 
127-8, 817, 965, 1077, 1103 
synods (Reformed), national 367, 370-1, 
394, 422, 425, 432-3, 443-6, 448-9 
North Holland Synod 423, 570, 599, 
647, 663, 666, 762, 786, 893-4, 911-12, 
927, 930 
provincial 367, 370, 394; 425, 601, 666-7 
South Holland Synod 423, §70, 599, 
647, 663, 684, 718, 762, 786, 893-4, 
QII-12, 920 
see also Drenthe; Friesland; ‘Gelderland; 
Groningen; Overijssel; Utrecht; Zeeland 
Synod of Dordrecht (Dordt) (1618-19) 
456-8, 460-3, 488-9, 603, 663, 697, 
708-9, 762, 807 


Taiwan 936, 941, 953-4 
tapestry-weaving: 
in north Neths. 317, 349-50, $34, $51 
in south Neths. 22-3, 116, 349, 413, 


142, 1011 


Austrian Neths. 978, 981, 1088-9 
Dutch see customs administration 
French, see Louis XIV 
Spanish Neths.. 744, 973, 975-7 
Tasman, Abel (1603-59), discoverer of 
Tasmania and New Zealand (1642). 
331, 627, 679 
Taurinus, Jacobus (1576-1618), 
Remonstrant polemicist 439, 448 
taxation: 
(before 1572) 27, 39-40, 55-6, 130-6, 
166-9, 286 
in south Neths. (after 1585) 410, 742, 
977, 980 
in United Provs. 276-7, 285-91, 399, 479¥. 
484-5, 756, 814, 818, 842-3, 986, 996 
‘General Means’ 285, 288-90, 300; 
Generality taxes 285, 293; Personeel 
Quotisatie (1742) 996; see also quotas. 
tea consumption 1001, 1008 
Teellinck, Johannes (d. 1674), Reformed 
preacher 477, 664, 673, 691, 695, 
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Teellinck, Maximilian (c.1606—-53), 
Reformed preacher 477, 601 

Teellinck, Willem (1578-1629), Reformed 
preacher 474-7, 531 

Teniers the Younger, David (1610-90), 
artist 747 


Index 


Temple, Sir William (1628-99), English 
diplomat 3-4, 355, 639, 682 

Templo, Judah Leon (1603-75), Sephardic 
rabbi 588 

Tenth Penny 166-9, 171 

Ternate (Dutch East Indies) 322-3, 401 

Terschelling 773 

Tervuren (Brabant) 1090 

Texel 109, 273, 604, 624, 772 

Texel, Battle of (21 Aug. 1673) 812 

theatre 569, 693-5, 697-8 


Thibault, Middelburg regent family: 755, 820 


Hendrik (d. 1667) 712, 754-5, 757, 762, 


777 
Christiaen (1635-87) 811, 820 
Thin, Floris (d. 1590), Advocate of Utrecht 
(1577-86 and 1588-90) 189, 199-200, 
223, 236, 239 
Thirty Years War: Dutch role in outbreak 
465-74 
economic impact on Dutch 315, 330, 
332-6, 532-3, 610, 634 
Thionville (Luxemburg), annexed to France 
527 
Tholen (Zeeland) 281, 284, 379, 629, 
711-12, 728, 963 
Tidore (Dutch East Indies) 322-3, 401 
Tiel (Gelderland; Nijmegen Quarter) 65, 
629, 965, 1109 
Arminianism 427, 468, 499 
Tilburg (Brabant), textile industry 616, 711, 
1026 
tile industry 349, 413,612, 1088 
Titelmans, ee 1572), Inquisitor 99 
tobacco-growing, in the Republic 612, 617, 
636, 1005 
Tobago (New Walcheren), Zeelandian 
colony (1628-37 and 1654-78) 950 
toleration 223, 372-7, 476-7, 488, 499-505, 
515-16, 534-5, 598, 602, 637-45, 673, 
674-6, 786-7, 804, 857, 910-11, 952-6, 
1084, 1086 
Toleration Edict (1781), of Joseph II 1057, 
1116 
Toorenvliet, Jacob (1640-1719), genre 
painter ros! 
Torrentius, Jan (1589-1644), still-life . 
painter 350, 562, 584, 684 
Tournai 55, 94, 150, 159 
annexed to France 824 
bishopric 74-5 
as Dutch Barrier fortress 974, 979, 997 
population 114 
townscape painting $58, 874-5, 883 
Trent, Council of 100 
Trigland, Jacobus (1583-1654), Reformed 
preacher and church historian 500,510 
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Trijpmaker, Jan Volckertsz. (d. 1531), 
Anabaptist leader 86 
Trinity, doctrine of 638, 676, 817, 909-10 
Triple Alliance (1668) 781, 784 
Trois Imposteurs, Les (1719), radical 
Enlightenment text 1047-8 
Tromp, Cornelis (1621-91), admiral 720, 
767 
Tromp, Maarten Harpertsz. (1598-1653), 
admiral 340, 352, 536, 716-17 
tomb (Old Church, Delft) 881 
Troost, Cornelis (1697-1750), artist 1052-3 
Truce Negotiations, Dutch-Spanish: 
(1598-9) 254-6 
(1606-9), see Twelve Years’ Truce 
(1620-4) 472-4, 482-4 
(1629-30) 508-12, 539 
(1632-3) 516-24, 539 
(1635-6) 540 
tulip craze (1636-8) 533 
Turenne, Henri de la Tour d’Auvergne, 
vicomte de (1611-75) 775, 972 
Twelve Years’ Truce (1609-21) 276, 
401-20, 434, 436-7, 459, 465, 467-8, 
471-4, 536 
Twenthe Quarter (Overijssel) 157, 208, 253, 
257, 261-3, 368, 379, 383, 385, 389, 
639, 724, 729, 770, 1022 
linen industry 612, 616-17, 1000 
population 621 


Udemans, Godefridus (1580-1649), 
Reformed preacher 475, 531 

Union of Arras (6 Jan. 1579) (of Artois, 
Hainault, and Douai) 198-9, 202 

Union of Holland and Zeeland, the 
Particular (June 1575 renewed in 1576) 
197-8, 210, 217, 287, 362, 725 

Union of Utrecht (23 Jan. 1579) 199-205, 
209-10, 212, 215, 244, 250, 276-7, 285, 
295, 446-7, 449, 451, 496, 500, 603-4, 
606, 661, 673, 706-7, 710-11, 723-5, 
‘761, 819, 986, 1086, 1123 

universities 569-79, 899-902, 1049-5! 

Upper Gelderland (Overkwartier or 
Roermond Quarter) (see Map 4) 198, 


200, 527, 545, 596, 781, 970, 979-80, 
990 


urbanization 113-16, 328-32, 335, 620-1, 
624-30, 633, 858, 863-71, 1006 
.city planning 865-6, 872-3 
de-urbanization 336-7, 621-2, 633, 858, 
1006-13 
Usselinex, Willem (1567-1647), economic 
writer 274, 326, 352, 404, 420, 510 
Utrecht (city): (before 1528) 9, 12-13, 60-1, 
67, 74-6, 79-80 
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Utrecht (city) (cont.): 
annexed by Charles V (1528) 61-2, 67, 
77, 127 
archbishopric (from 1561) 142-3, 192, 
363 
Amninianism 382-3, 435, 442, 445, 
447-8, 464, 499 
art and architecture 548, 550, 556-9, 
876 
Catholics (after 1580) 207, 377-84, 643, 
652, 1020-2, 1035-7 
cathedral 448, 457, 602, 643-4, 798, 813: 
churches 363, 371! 
citadel 63, 171, 189 
city govt. 67, 127, 227, 236, 371, 424-5, 
448, 457, 490, 493-4, 519, 584-6, 596, 
664, 695, 724, 729, 814, 890, 1106-7 
French occupation (1672~3) 643, 798 
industries 308, 350, IOI! 
Jews excluded 658, 1020, 1025-6 
and Leicester 225, 227-8, 292 
Lutherans 374-5 
opposition to regents 189, 192, 227-8, 
236, 424-5 
population 113-16, 119, 331-2, 62§, 1020 
and the Revolt 149-53, 160, 173, 176, 
182, 188-9, 192 
waardgelders 442, 447-8 
Utrecht, Peace of (1713) 946, 975, 978-80 
Utrecht (province): 
agriculture 13, 111, 336, 636 
Anabaptists 1028-9 
annexed by Charles V 61-2, 67, 72 
Arminianism 435, 464, 1029 
Catholics (after 1580) 200, 203, 364-5, 
379, 1021-2, 1029 
Delegated States 282, 448, 814 
Hof 66-7, 282, 814 
population 286, 1029 
prince-bishops (before 1528) 10-11, 13, 
20, 27, 60-1, 74-5, 79, 81-3 
provincial quota 67, 286-7, 986 
reglement (1674) 815, 836, 1071, 1086, 
1102 
ridderschap (nobility) 67, 1§7, 282, 424, 
448, 490, 494, 522, 525, 724, 729, 753, 
814, 835, 1107 
schools 688 
Spain, favours peace, or truce, with. 
(1607-33) 403, 467-8, 508, 517, 519, 
521 opposes peace (1633-48) 522, 545, 


596-7 

stadholderate 63, 67, 175-6, 188-9, 192, 
301-3, 705, 720, 989 

States 67, 185, 189, 192, 200, 211, 227, 
234-6, 239-40, 282, 292-3, 368, 383, : 
403, 424-5, 431, 448, 451, 489-90, 
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493-4, 541, 664, 753-5, 794, 814, 835 
(after 1702) 965, 1107 
Synod 663 ' 
Utrecht (university): 
beginnings (1634-6) 573, 584-5, 587 
Cartesian and Cocceio—Voetian disputes 
584, 664, 889-90, 894, 896, 1030 
decline 1050-1 
students 573, 901 
Uylenburgh, Gerard (mid-17th cent.), art 
dealer 750, 881~2 
Uytenhage de Mist, Johannes (mid-17th 
cent.), political writer 698, 759, 764: 
Uyttenbogaert, Johannes (1557-1644), 
Remonstrant leader 393-4, 425-6, 428, 
434-5, 438, 460-3, 482, 488-92, 499, 
501-3, 505, 513-14, $62 


vagrancy 123-4, 358 

Valckenaer, Johan (1759-1821), Patriot 
leader 1109, 1122 . 

Vaickenier, Gillis (1623-80), Amsterdam 
burgomaster 784, 791, 793, 800,. 806, 
816, 821, 828 

Valckenier, Petrus (1638-1712), political: 
writer 674, 786 

Valenciennes (Hainault): 

annexed to France 823-4, 974. 
and the Revolt 94, 150, 159 

Valentijn, Francois (1666-1721), writer 
about East Indies 1045 

Vanini, Giulio Cesare (1585-1619), Italian 
atheist 584-5, 1048 . 

Vecht, River 794-5, 808, 871-2, 881 

Veere (Zeeland): 

(before 1572) 84, 117 

(after 1572) 629, 1024, 1026 

in provincial politics 281, 379, 704, 712, 
719, 755, 757, 762-3, 801, 816, 963, 
1067 

Velde, Abraham van de (1614-77), 
Reformed preacher 602-3, 608, 664, 
691-2 

Velde, Esaias van de (1587-1630), landscape 
artist 350, 550, 558, 560 

Velde, Willem van de, the elder (1611-93), 
manne artist 875 

Velde, Willem van de, the younger 
(1633-1707), marine painter 350, 875, 
878, 882-3 

Velthuysen, Lambert van (1622-85), Utrecht 
regent and Cartesian writer 698, 790, 
808, 890-1, 922 

Veluwe, see Arnhem Quarter 

Venator, Adolphus (d. 1619), Reformed... 
preacher 423-4 

Venezuela, Dutch trade with 409,944 
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Venice, and the Dutch Republic 117, 274, 
405-6, 466, 472, 608, 611, 683, 706, 
759, 768, 772, 867, 876, 882 

Venlo (Upper Gelderland): annexed to 
Republic 970, 980, 990: 

and the Revolt 155 
under Spain (1572-1702) 515-16, 540 

Venlo, treaty of (1543) 64, 69 

Venne, Adriaen van de (1589-1662), artist 
439, 460, 563 

Vennecool, Steven (1657-1719), architect 885-6 

Verhulst, Rombout (1624~98), sculptor 869, 
881 

Vermeer, Johannes (1632-75), artist 350, 
877, 882 

Vermuyden, Cornelis (c.1595-c. 1683), 
drainage expert 272 

Verviers (Li¢ge) 984, 1089 

Versailles, treaty of (1756) 1088 

Vervins, treaty of (May, 1598) 253-4 

Veth, Adriaen, Pensionary of Zeeland 
(658-65) 718, 725, 755+ 757s 762, 777%" 

II 

Vetkopers, Frisian party-faction 20, 33-4, 
59-63, 190 

Vicars Apostolic of the Missio-Hollandica 
366, 377-8, 391 

see also Vosmeer; Rovenius; Neercassel; 
Codde 

Vianen, lordship of (see Maps 2 and 5) 27, 
69, 94, 98, 141, 145-6, 341, 438 

Viglius van Aytta (1507-77), jurist and 
senior official of Philip IT 130, 136, 
139, 141, 145-6, 168, 183 

Vingboons, David (c.1576-1632), artist 550, 
558 

Vingboons, Philips (1607-78), architect 347, 
550, 554-5, 867, 870, 873 

Vitringa, Campegius (1659-1722), Reformed 
theologian 899, 1030 

Vives, Juan Luis (1492-1540), Spanish 
humanist 52 

Vlaemsche Indicateur, the, Flemish 
Enlightenment periodical 1056 

Vlieger, Simon de (1601-53), marine. 
painter 560 

Viieland 1021 

Vlooswijck, Van, Amsterdam regent family:. 
Cornelis (1601-87) 793-4 Jan Claesz. 
(1571-1652) 348, 495 

VOC (Verenigde Oostindische Compagnie): ' 

Amsterdam Chamber 321-2, 345-6, 
409, 754, 947 

decline and dissolution 940, 943, I 100, 
1122-3, 1127 

governors-general of East Indies 


possessions 323-4, 946-9 
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Heren XVII. 321-3, 403, 908, 946, 948 

investment 345-6, 532-3 

military and naval establishment 623, 
721, 773, 939, 946 

‘organization 321-2, 334, 401-4, 408-9, 
429, 946-7, 951-2, 1061, 1075, 1079 

pre-VOC Dutch East India trade 318-21 

share prices 768-9, 794, 819, 826, 
829-30, 830, 1079 

shipping and seamen 623, 942-3 

trade strategy 478, 532, 713, 848, 940-3, 


999 
Voetianism (Calvinist fundamentalism) 608, 
646, 660-9, 671, 691-9, 745-6, 761-2, 
819, 828, 857, 1030-2, 1063 
in the Bekker controversies (1691-4) 
926-30 
Friesland 821 
in the Patriot Revolution 1105, 1107, 
IIIO 
Zeeland 819-20, 897-8, 1030-1 
Voetius, Gisbertus (1589-1676), Reformed 
theologian 444, 464, 474, 477, 573-4 
583-7, 638, 661-2, 666, 671, 673, 
691-2, 694, 764, 916 
anti-Cartesianism 583-7, 790, 889 
anti-Socinianism 638, 909-10 
quarrel with Cocceius 662, 665-6, 892, 
896 
sabbatarianism 662-4 
Politica Ecclesiastica (4 vols., 1663-76) 
764, 909-10 
Vogelaer, de, Amsterdam merchant family 
345, 347 Marcus (c.1564-c.1618) 346, 
348 
Volder, Burchardus de (1643-1709), 
scientist 898 
Volienhove Quarter (Overijssel) 368, 384, 
621, 643, 1023 
Voltaire, Francois Marie Arouet de 
(1694-1778) 1042-4, 1049, 1054-6, 
1060, 1063 
Vonck, Jean Francois (1743-92), Belgian 
revolutionary leader 1117 
Vonckists 1117, 1119 
Vondel, Joost van den (1587-1679), poet 
and dramatist 3, 320, 397, 476-7, 
693-4, 748, 1057 
attitude to Frederik Hendrik 516, 523, 534 
De Gebroeders (1663) 3, 765 
Leeuwendaalders (1648) §64 
Lucifer (1653) 694 
Palamedes (1625) 488-9, 765 
Vorstius, Conradus (1569-1622), Reformed 
theologian 428-30, 440 
Vosbergen, Middelburg regent family 159, 
223, 525 
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Vosmeer, Sasbout (1548-1614), Catholic 
Vicar Apostolic 366, 377-8, 391, §70 

Vossius, Gerardus (1577-1649), humanist 
scholar 430, 440-1, $74, 577-81 

Vrij, Frederik de (1579-1646), Amsterdam 
regent 475-6 

vroedschappen (city councils) 25-6, 38-9, 
125-8 elections 459, 468, 488, 492-3. 

Vroesen, Rotterdam regent family 343, 
801-2, 804, 808 Jan (1672-1725) 1048 

Vroom, Henrik Cornelisz, (1566-1640), 
marine artist 557-8, 560 

Vulgate, the 50 


Waagenaar, Jan (1709-73), historian 1075, 
1084-6, 1103-4 
Waal, River 11-12, §7, 798 
waardgelders 441-2, 444-8, 460 
Wadden Islands 106, 109, 253, 618, 624, 
1000 
Waeyen, Johannes van der (1639-1701), - 
Cocceian theologian and adviser to 
Hendrik Casimir II 666-7, 820-1, 835, 
837, 898-9, 927 
Wageningen (Gelderland; Arnhem Quarter) 
238, 283, 729, 966-7 
wages and earnings FII, 329, 351-3, 630-3, 
859, 1013-16. 
in eastern provs. 353, 632-3, 636 
skilled labour 348-9, 352 
Walcheren Island (Zeeland) 284, 367, 820 
Waldeck, Georg Friedrich, Count (later 
Prince) von (late 17th cent.) 822,.836-7 
Walloon noble families 22, 26, 29, 34 
Walloon Church 460, 628-9, 659, 669-71, 
931-2, 1031 
Walloon Flanders (Lille, Douai, and 
Orchies) 15, 21, 195, 974 
Walloon provinces (Wallonia) 95, 101-2, 
104, 107, 110, 131, 160, 162, 170, 
197-9, 202-3, 205, 742, 977, IOIT, 
1087, 1089 
see also Artois; Hainault; Namur; 
Walloon Flanders; Union of Arras 
Walten, Ericus (1663-97), political writer 4; 
674-5, 856, 928-30, 931 
War of American Independence (1775-83) 
1005, 1056, 1095-7 
War of the Austrian Succession (1740-8) 
985, 995-6, 1000 
War of the Spanish Succession (1702-13) 
960, 968-75, 985 
Warmond (Holland) 435, 464, $00, 689, 1021 
Warner, Levinus (mid-17th cent.) §77 
Wassenaar (Holland) 689, 1021 
Wassenaar (or Wassenaer) Van, Holland. 
noble family 19-20, 339, 383. 
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Johan II (1483-1523): 58, 60 
Baron Jacob teeeaieee 961 
‘water-line’ (1672-3) 798-9, 801, S1d15 
Wedde, see Westerwolde 
Wedgewood, Josiah 1087 
Weenix, Jan (1642-1719), landscape painter 
876. 
Weenix, Jan Baptista (1621-60), landscape 
painter $63, 876. 
Welland, Godard Willem, heer van 
(1648-1708), Utrecht noble 808 
Werff, Adtiaen van der (1659-1722), artist. 
884, 1045 
Wesel (Cleves): 
Anabaptism 88 
Calvinism 95, 102, 163, 407, 463; Plate.¢ 
Spanish garrison 498, 507 
strategic role 407-8, §12, 783, 797 
toleration ‘536 


‘Wesembeke, Jacob van, Pensionary of 


Antwerp (1556-67) 154 
Westergo, Frisian quarter (see Map 8) 190, 
229, 281, 833 
Westerkwartier, see Ommelands, quarters: . 
Westerwolde, lordship of, Generality 
territory (see Map 8) 63, 75, 252-3, 
264-7, 297, $39, 660, 813, 1023 
stadholderate 253, 539, 821 
West Friesland: 
agriculture 106-9, 111-12; 617-18, 634-6 
decline 617, 635 
particularism 229-30, 236-7 
wean panewel male employment 
23-4 
West India Company (Westindische 
Compagnie) (WIC): 
.Amsterdam Chamber 326,495, 944; 
950, 1075. 
early efforts to establish 325-6, 401-2, 


404 . 
establishment (1621)..326, 467, 472, 474 
in Generality politics 510, 518, 596 
initial failure 326-7, 478. 
role in slave trade, see slave trade; 
share prices 769, 819, 935 
trade strategy 325-7, 934-6, 943-6 
(after 1780) 1097, 1100, 1115, 1127 
Westphalia, and the Neths. 41-4, 87-9, 93, 
9% 97, 107, 333, 366-7, 385-8, 417-18, 
483 
Weyden, Rogier van der (c. 1399-1464), 
artist 22, 47 
Weyerman, Jacob Campo (1677-1747), 
journalist 1049 
whale fishery 612, 619, 622-3, 1000, 1002 
White Mountain, Battle of (8 Nov. 1620) 
469, 471, 475. ch 
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wife-beating 678 
Wijk-bij-Duurstede (Utrecht) 67, 464, 494, 
1021, 1107 
Wieringen, Cornelis Claesz. van 
(c.1580-1635), marine painter 560 
Wilhelmus, the, patriotic song later adopted 
as Dutch national anthem 162, 726 
Wilkes, Thomas (d. 1598), English 
diplomat 228, 233-4 
Willem Frederik (1613-64), Count of 
Nassau, Stadholder of Friesland 
(1640-64) and Groningen (1650-64) 
304, 538-9, 604-5, 607, 709-10, 712, 
71-20, 728-36, 751-3 
Willem Lodewijk (1560-1620), Count of 
Nassau, Stadholder of Friesland 
(1584-1620) and Groningen (1594- 
1620) 224, 228, 235, 242, 244-5, 247-50, 
253, 257-8, 267, 269-70, 273, 301-6, 
401, 403, 426, 466, 467 
Willemstad (Brabant) 264-5, 299-300 
William the Silent (Willem I de Zwijger) 
(1533-84), Prince of Orange (1544), 
Count of Nassau, Katzenelnbogen, 
Vianden, Diez, Buren, Lingen, and ., 
Leerdam, marquis of Veere and 
Bergen-op-Zoom, burggraaf of 
Antwerp, baron of Breda, Lsselstein, 
Diest, and Cuyck, knight of the 
Golden Fleece (1556), Stadholder of 
Holland, Zeeland, and Utrecht 
(1559-67 and 1572-84), governor of 
Franche-Comté (1561-7), ruwaard 
(Stadholder) of Brabant (1577-84), and 
Stadholder of Friesland (1580-84): 
early career 138-40, 145, 152, 302 
and freedom of religion 96, 140-1, 
143-4, I'7I, 173-4, 183, 188-9, 192, 
194—-5,.198, 200, 202-3, 213-14, 361, 
371, 645 
lands in the Netherlands 107, 143, 161, 
341 
mausoleum (New Church, Delft) 442, 
553, 874 
and Philip IF 138-40, 144, 1§7, 162, 183, 
210 
propaganda 4, 162, 164, 185, 210, 
and Reformed Church 162, 164, 183; 
195, 202-3, 213, 215, 369-70, 786 
and the Revolt: role in first stages 
(1567-71) 153, 160-3, 153-4, 157, 161; 
(in 1§72) 171-3, 175-8; in Holland 
(1573-6) 181-7, 278, 280-2, 301, 
343-4, 361, 570, 575; in Brabant 
(1577-83) 187-203, 206, 213; in 
Holland (1583-4) 213-18, 220-1, 
223-5, 295 
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17th cent. views of 369, 645; 765 
18th cent. views of 1085-6, 1098, 1118 
William II (1626-50), Prince of Orange 
(1647), Stadholder of Holland, 
Zeeland, Utrecht, Overijssel, 
Gelderland, Groningen, Drenthe, and 
Westerwolde (1647-50) 302, 539, 
$45-6, 587, 595-609, 615, 702, 704, 
706, 733 
William III (1650-1702), Prince of Orange 
(1650), Stadholder of Holland, 
Zeeland, Utrecht, and Westerwolde 
(1672-1702), Gelderland and Overijssel. 
(1675-1702), and Drenthe (1696-1702), 
king of England, Scotland, and Ireland” 
(1689-1702): 
and Amsterdam 805-6, 816, 821, 823-4, 
826, 829-36, 844-50, 854-6, 859, 861-2 
authoritarian methods 810-11, 816-18, 
825-7, 833-4, 837-9, 857, 861-2 
early years (1650-72) 703-4, 707, 749, 
772, 785, 792-4 
early years as Stadholder (1672-85) 
802-25, 826-41 
and Glorious Revolution (1688-91) 
840-54, 859-60 
after Glorious Revolution (1691-1702) 
858-62, 958-9, 960-1 
image of, in 18th.cent. 1086-7, 1092, 
1103 
last testament 959 
and lesser provs. 814-18, 823-4, 1071-2, 
1086 
and Spanish Neths. 743-4, 824, 826, 
829, 830-4 
and Spain 813, 819, 834 
toleration 646-9, 915, 929 
Voetianism 646, 857, 1030 
waning popularity 810, 813-14, 825, 
832-4, 861 
William IV (1711-51), Prince of Orange 
(1711), Stadholder of Friesland, 
Groningen, Drenthe, Gelderland (1722) 
and (from 1747) of Holland, Zeeland, 
Utrecht, and Overijssel 302, 304, 341, 
968, 991-3, 1031, 1068-78, 1080-3 
William V (1748-1806), Prince of Orange, 
Stadholder of the United Provinces 
(1751-95) 302, 304, 1080, 1082-4, 
1090, 1092-110, 1113-14, 1117-18, 
1120, 1122, 1126-7 
British support for 1094, 1113-14, 1118, 
1120, 1126-7 
Willibrord, Saint (658-739) 378 
windmills 18, 112, 334, 619, 1008-9 
wine trade 117, 779, 784-5, 001 
Wit, Jacob de (1695-1754), artist 1052-3 
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Wit, Johan de (1618-76), Dordrecht regent 
and political writer 673, 763 
With, Witte Cornelisz. de (1599-1658), 
admiral 605, 720, 935 
Witsen, Amsterdam regent family 343, 
447-8, 468, 564; Nicolaes (1641-1717) 
829, 836, 846-7, 856, 862, 961, 1053 
Witt, Andries de, Pensionary of Holland 
(1618-21) 454, 480 
Witt, Cornelis de (1623-72), Dordrecht 
regent, brother of Johan 770, 774, 785, 
797, 803, 880; Plate 21 
Witt, Jacob de, Dordrecht burgomaster, 
father of Johan 461, 607 
Witt, Johan de (1625-72), Pensionary of 
Holland (1653-72): 
career 712, 718-19, 721-2, 871 
English policy 720, 749-57, 781 
Exclusion (Seclusie), Act of (1654) 722-6 
and freedom to philosophize 586, 788, 
791, 893-4 
French policy 755, 776-85, 794 
and Orangist party-faction 722-34, 
749-54, 756-7, 760, 775-6, 791-4 
and lesser provs. 712, 727-35, 748-58 
political legacy 809, 819, 825, 854, 856, 
962, 987, 1096, 1099, 1104 
republican ideas 719, 721, 731-3, 736, 
738, 744, 762-3, 776, 786-7, 791-2, 
880, 995, III 
resignation and death 803, 857 
Spanish policy 744, 777-8, 782-3 
and south Neths. 777-8, 780-1, 784 
and toleration 645, 697, 786 
views of, in 18th cent. 962, 1084-7, 1099 
Witte, Emanuel de (1617-92), painter of 
church interiors 562, 874, 877 
Witte, Hans de (early 17th cent.), financier 
271-2 
Wittewrongel, Petrus (1609-62), Reformed 
preacher 691-3 
Wittichius, Christopher (1625-87), 
Reformed theologian 890-3, 895, 898, 
922, 928, 931 
Woerden (Holland) 278, 375 
Wolff, Betje (1738-1804), woman novelist 1065 
Wolff, Christian (1679-1754), German ; 
philosopher 1062 
Wolsgryn, Aert (late 17th cent.), publisher 
922-3 
women: 
dress 92, 682, 685, 690, 696, 876 
in Dutch society 1-2, 677-8, 696 
in riots 437, 800-1; Plate 31 
on stage 693 
wool, Spanish 611, 714, 860 
Wouwerman, Philips (1619-68), artist 562 
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Wrangel, Carl Gustav (1613-76), Swedish 
field-marshal 775, 972 
Wttewael, Joachim (1566-1638), artist 550, 


557 
Wubbena, Johannes (late 17th cent.), 
philosophy professor 895 
Wuytiers, Cornelis Barchman (d. 1733), 
head of ‘Old Catholic’ church 1036 


Yorke, Sir Joseph, British ambassador at 
The Hague 1096-7 


Zaan: 
industrial zone 619, 624, 626, 998-9, 
1000, 1009, 1021 
Lutherans 657, 672, 1024 
Mennonites. 645, 649 
paper mills 619, 626, 629, 998 
population (Zaandam) 1007 
ship-building 618, 1000-2, 1009 
Zaltbommel (Gelderland; Nijmegen 
quarter) 65, 629, 965, 1109 
Arminianism 427, 462, 468, 499 
Zeeland: 
(before 1425) 9-11, 13-14, 16,18, 20-1, 
23-6, 28-9 
admirality college 295-6 
Catholics (after 1572) 281, 362, 379-80, 
389, 642, 1022, 1029, 1037 
commerce 286, 313-14, 467, 532, 543, 
597-8, 612, 617, 712, 754, 758 
early Protestantism 80, 148 
First Noble 110, 280-1, $18, 704, 793, 
827, 1077, 1093 
Gecommitteerde Raden (Delegated 
Councillors) 210, 281, 749, 1077 
Huguenots 628-9 
Jews 1025-6, 1029 
participation in VOC 321, 345, 947, 
1127 
participation in WIC 325-6, 467, 605, 
758, 944 
Pensionaries 210, 707, 757, 833, 1093 
population 1029 
provincial quota 286-7, 314, 986 
public opinion, influence of 712, 718-19, 
727, 755, 763 
public prayers controversy (1663-4) 762-3 
Rekenkamer 291 
and the Revolt .160, 179-81, 197-200, 
281 
ridderschap (nobility) 23, 110, 280, 
339-40, 704-5 
schools 687-8, 690 
Spain, opposes peace with (1607-48) 
403-4, 467-8, 473, 509-10, 517-19, 
525, 543-5, 596-7 
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stadholderate 68, 301-2, 703-4, 718-19, 
963, 989, 1067 
States 76, 186-8, 197-200, 257, 260, 
280-1, 292-3, 295, 403-4, 489, 525, 
541, $43, 551, 607, 703-6, 708, 712-13, 
718, 721, 724-§, 728, 733, 749, 751, 
753-5, 757, 793, 802, 816, 827, 833, 
835, 1095, 1109 
Synod 367, 599, 667 
taxation 55, 285-8 
see also dikes; drainage; floods 
Zevenwolden, Frisian quarter (see Map 8) 
229, 281, 667, 831 
Zierikzee (Zeeland) 117, 281, 379, 1022 
in provincial politics 712, 728, 816, 827, 835 
salt industry 1000 
siege (1575-5) 184-5 
Zinzendorf, Nicholas Ludwig, Count von 
(1700-60) 1034 
Zoutman, Johan Arnold (1724-93), admiral 
1101 
Zuider Zee, Battle of (Oct. 1573) 182 
Zutphen (city) (Gelderland): 
(before 1572) 9, 12, 119 (after 1702) 
965, 967 
Catholics (after 1580) 381, 384-5, 
643-4, 1020 
economy 331, 1010 
garrison 229, 244, 264-7, 613, 629 
Lutherans 385-6, 656, 1020 
population 308, 331-2, 1010 


1231 


provincial politics 607, 719-20, 1107, 1109 
and the Revolt 150, 172, 178, 191-2, 
200, 229, 386 
sack (14 Nov. 1572) 178 
town government (Raad) 344 
Zutphen Quarter, of Gelderland (see Map 
4) 384-7 
administrative role 283 
political role 200-1, 283, 427, 444, 545, 
596, 706, 719, 729, 965-7 
tribute to Spaniards 261-2 
Zuylen van Nyevelt, Jacob (late 17th cent.), 
baljuw of Rotterdam 857-8 
Zuylestein, Frederik von Nassau, heer van 
(c.1608-72), illegit. son of Frederik 
Hendrik 751 
Zwingli, Ulrich, Swiss Reformer, and the 
Neths. 84-5, 96, 102 
Zwinglinism 84-5, 91, 93, 96, 102-3 
Zwolle (Overijssel; Salland): 
(before 1572) 9, 18-19, 41, 44, $2, 66, 
119, 144 
Arminianism 427 
Catholics (after 1591) 384, 642-3, 1022 
early Protestantism 81, 159 
Jews 1027 
population 114, 308, 332, 1010 
provincial politics 288-9, 724, 728-9, 
733-4 
and the Revolt 159, 204, 206-7 
Sworn Council 204 


